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The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior
grade) in the Navy from the 31st day of May 1937:

Harley K. Nauman
Brown Taylor

Cedric W. Stirling
Albert L. Becker
Eugene C. Rider

Ernest E. Christensen
George E. T. Parsons
Harry L. Thompson, Jr,

Curtis H. Hutchings
Wilbur H. Cheney, Jr.
Robert E. Wheeler
William N. Deragon
Robert A, Chandler
Robert B. Crowell
Raymond Payne
Edward J. Mulquin

Allyn Cole, Jr.

Lowell S. Price

George M. Clifford

Edgar J. Hailey John L. Foster

Richard H. O'Kane Russell B, Allen

The following-named surgeons to be medical inspectors in
the Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 30th day
of June 1936:

William D. Davis

Hardy V. Hughens

Henry Charles Weber

The following-named surgeons to be medical inspectors
in the Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 3d day
of June 1937:

Roger D. Mackey

Paul P, Maher

Frederick W. Muller

The following-named assistant surgeons to be passed as-
sistant surgeons in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant,
from the 3d day of June 1937:

Clark G. Grazier

Adrian J. Delaney

James A. Price

Francis E. Fleck, Jr.
Thomas W. South, 2d
James E. Vose, Jr,

Maurice S. Mathis
William W. Hall

CONFIRMATIONS

Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senale June 28
(legislative day of June 15), 1937
DipLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE
TO BE FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS, UNCLASSIFIED, VICE CONSULS
OF CAREER, AND SECRETARIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE
W, Stratton Anderson, JrT. Gordon H. Mattison
William Barnes, 3d Roy M. Melbourne
Aaron S. Brown John F, Melby
Harlan B. Clark Herbert V. Olds
William E. Cole, Jr. Elim O’Shaughnessy
J. Dixon Edwards Paul Paddock
Herbert P. Fales Henry V. Poor
Jule L. Goetzmann G. Frederick Reinhardi
Edmund A, Gullion Milton C. Rewinkel

Kingsley W. Hamilton Walter Smith
Fred Harvey Harrington Charles W. Thayer
Francis C. Jordan Ray L. Thurston

G. Wallace LaRue Evan M. Wilson
Perry Laukhuff Glen W. Bruner
PusLic UtiLiTiES COMMISSION

Riley E. Elgen to be a member of the Public Utilities
Commission.

WoORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION

Harry W. Witters to be State administrator in the Works
Progress Administration for Vermont.

CoaAsT AND GEODETIC SURVEY

Glenn William Moore to be aide (with relative rank of
ensign in the Navy).

James Chisolm Tison, Jr., to be junior hydrographic and
geodetic engineer (with relative rank of lieutenant, junior
grade, in the Navy).

Clarence Robert Reed to be junior hydrographic and
geodetic engineer (with relative rank of lieutenant, junior
grade, in the Navy).

Kenneth Surrell Ulm to be junior hydrographic and
geodetic engineer (with relative rank of lieutenant, junior
grade, in the Navy).

Frank Gerard Johnson to be hydrographic and geodetic
engineer (with relative rank of lieutenant in the Navy).
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CoasT GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

Whitney M. Prall o be captain (engineering).

Rutherford B. Lank, Jr. to be constructor, with the rank
of lieutenant commander.

Dale R. Simonson to be constructor, with the rank of
lieutenant commander.

POSTMASTER
VIRGINIA
William A, Coates, Arlington.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MoNDAY, JUNE 28, 1937

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
Rt. Rev. Msgr. E. J. Connelly, pastor of St. Peter’s Church,
Washington, D. C., offered the following prayer:

We pray Thee, O God of might, wisdom, and justice,
through whom authority is rightly administered, laws are
enacted, and judgment decreed, assist with Thy Holy Spirit
of counsel and fortitude this House of Representatives of the
United States of America.

Let the light of Thy divine wisdom direct the deliberations
of this honorable legislative body and shine forth in all the
proceedings and laws framed for our rule and government so
that they may tend to the preservation of peace, the promo-
tion of national happiness, the increase of industry, sobriety,
and useful knowledge, and may perpetuate to us the blessings
of equal liberty. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, June 24, 1937,
was read and approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the President of the
United States were communicated to the House by Mr, Latta,
one of his secretaries, who also informed the House that on
the following dates the President approved and signed bills
and joint resolutions of the House of the following titles:

On June 9, 1937:

H.R.3874. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing -the construction of a bridge and causeway
across the water between the mainland at or near Cedar
Point and Dauphin Island, Ala.;

H.R.4706. An act authorizing the State Roads Commis-
sion of the State of Maryland and the State Highway De-
partment of the State of Virginia to construct, maintain,
and operate a free highway bridge across the Potomac River
at or near a point in the vicinity of Point of Rocks in
Frederick County and a point near the south end of Loudoun
County to take the place of a bridge destroyed by flood in
1936;

H.R.4801. An act authorizing the county of Wahkiakum,
a legal political subdivision of the State of Washington, to
construct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge across
the Columbia River between Puget Island and the mainland,
Cathlamet, State of Washington;

H.R.5467. An act fo extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
sissippi River between St. Louis, Mo., and Stites, II1.;

H.R.1232. An act for the relief of John W. Bolin: and

H.R.6293. An act to adjust the rank of certain Coast
Guard officers on the retired list.

On June 10, 1937:

H.R.5206. An act for the relief of Jacob G. Ackerman:

H.R.1304. An act for the relief of John E. Sandage;

H.R.2554. An act for the relief of Frank Cubero; and

H.R.4809. An act to authorize the Works Progress Ad-
ministration to land or give World War relics and other
property at Fort Eustis, Va., to the American Legion Museum
at Newport News, Va.

On June 11, 1937:

H. J.Res. 334. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights
and patents of foreign exhibitors at the New York World’s
Fair, to be held at New York City, N. Y., in 1939;

H. R. 1759. An act for the relief of Minnie D, Hines;
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R.3963. An act for the relief of John Zarnick;
R.856. An act for the relief of First Lt. R. G. Cuno;
R.2360. An act for the relief of Carter R. Young;
R.2673. An act for the relief of Howard Hefner;

H.R.3841. An act for the relief of Col. J. P. Barney; and

H.R.5136. An act to authorize the acquisition of land for
cemeterial purposes in the vicinity of San Francisco, Calif.

On June 14, 1937:

H.J. Res. 350. Joint resolution authorizing a modification
in the existing project for the improvement of the Illinois
Waterway, Ill, and the abandonment of a portion of the
Calumet River;

H.R.1502. An act to amend Public Law No. 626, Seventy=-
fourth Congress;

H.R.1792. An act for the relief of John Kelley;

H.R.3736. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Edward
J. Pruett;

H.R.4457, An act for the relief of Naomi Lee Young; and

H.R.4508. An act for the relief of Margaret Grace and
Alice Shriner. -

On June 15, 1937:

H.R.1013. An act for the relief of Irvin Pendleton;

H.R.545. An act for the relief of Dean Scott;

H.R.1084. An act for the relief of Samuel Cripps;

H.R.2042. An act for the relief of Joshua L. Bach;

H.R.3031. An act to provide for the establishment of
Coast Guard stations along the Maine coast;

H.R.3738. An act for the relief of Clifford Y. Long;

H.R.3411. An act to amend section 112 of the Judicial
Code to provide for the inclusion of Whitman County,
Wash., in the northern division of the eastern district of
Washington; and

H.R.4893. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to establish a Coast Guard air station at the San Fran-
cisco Airport, to provide for quick rescue facilities on the
San Francisco Bay, to strengthen the Immigration and Cus-
toms Service patrol, and for other purposes.

On June 16, 1937:

H.R.5779. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for
the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1938, and for other purposes; and

H.R.6438. An act to expedite the dispatch of vessels from
certain ports of call.

On June 18, 1937:

H. J. Res. 335. Joint resclution authorizing the Secretary
of War to receive for instruction at the United States Mili~
tary Academy at West Point Olmedo Alfaro, a citizen of
Ecuador.

On June 19, 1937:

H.J.Res. 339. Joint resolution granfing permission fo
George E. Ijams, civilian employee of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration, to accept and wear the decoration bestowed upon
him by the Republic of France;

H.R.2080. An act for the relief of Eleanora 8. Richard-
son;

H.R.2223. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Walter
B. Johnson and Joy Johnson, & minor;

H.R.2705. An act to provide for the manner of inflicting
the punishment of death;

H.R.4213. An act to amend the Inland Waterways Cor-
poration Act, approved June 3, 1924, as amended, authoriz-
ing the Secretary of War to extend the services and opera-
tions of the Inland Waterways Corporation fo the Savannah
River; and

H.R.5721. An act to amend the Federal Register Act.

On June 22, 1937:

H.R.1277. An act for the relief of William Hayes;

H.R.2924. An act for the relief of certain officers and em-
ployees of the Foreign Service of the United States who,
while in the course of their respective duties, suffered losses
of personal property by reason of war, catastrophes of na-
ture, and other causes; and

H.R.3203. An act for the relief of Rosalie Rose.
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On June 23, 1937:

H.R.2887. An act to amend the provisions of the pension
laws for peacetime service to include Reserve officers and
members of the Enlisted Reserves.

On June 24, 1937:

H.R.3557. An act for the relief of the Coast Fir & Cedar
Products Co., Inc.;

H.R.4575. An act for the relief of A. R. Netterville, Sr.;

H.R.5880. An act to amend Private Act No. 210, approved
August 13, 1935, by substituting as payee therein the Clark
Dredging Co. in lieu of the Bowers Southern Dredging Co.;
and

H.R.7519. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a retirement system for employees of carriers sub-
ject to the Interstate Commerce Act, and for other purposes”,
approved August 29, 1935.

On June 28, 1937:

H.R.6551. An act to establish a Civilian Conservation
Corps, and for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill and joint resolution of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 7206. An act to permit the temporary entry into the
United States under certain conditions of alien participants
and officials of the World Association of Girl Guides and
Girl Scouts Silver Jubilee Camp to be held in the United
States in 1937; and

H. J. Res. 375. Joint resolution to provide revenue, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed,
with an amendment in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.5394. An act to provide for the acquisition of certain
lands for, and the addition thereof to, the Yosemite National
Park, in the State of California, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
bills and a joint resolution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is requested:

S.2661. An act granting the consent of Congress to a com-
pact entered into by the States of Maine and New Hampshire
for the creation of the Maine-New Hampshire Interstate
Bridge Authority;

S5.2662. An act authorizing the Maine-New Hampshire
Interstate Bridge Authority to construct, maintain, and op-
erate a toll bridge across the Piscataqua River at or near
Portsmouth, State of New Hampshire;

S.2681. An act to authorize the construction of the Colo-
rado-Big Thompson project as a Federal reclamation
project; and

S.J. Res. 164. Joint resolution to amend the joint resolu-
tion establishing the George Rogers Clark Sesquicentennial
Commission, approved May 23, 1928, as amended.
APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL MANAGER ON THE PART OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Speaker be authorized to appoint an
additional manager on the part of the House at the confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill
(H. R. 6692) making appropriations for the Military Estab-
lishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that the Chair appoint an additional
manager on the part of the House on the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill (H. R. 6692).

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none
and appoints the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Canxon]
as the additional member of the conference committee, and
the Clerk will notify the Senate thereof.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein a radio address I delivered on yesterday.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?
There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that on tomorrow, at the conclusion of the legislative busi-
ness, I may be permitted to address the House for 10 min-
utes following the previous orders heretofore entered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 3 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, one of the most shocking inci-

dents that has taken place in some time is the suggestion of
the Secretary of Labor to the Governor of Ohio that he use
the subpena power of the State to put certain steel industry
officials under duress and to close their plants by the State
militia and maintain that status until the C. I. O. had ex-
tracted from them such contracts as it might desire.

If such an urge had come from any other member of the
Cabinet or from any other responsible official of the Gov-
ernment, there would be a dozen resolutions offered here this
morning asking for immediate investigation.

While we did not need this statement to know that the
Secretary approves of the use of violence under some cir-
cumstances, we were not prepared to expect the advocacy of
duress and extortion from one standing so high in the serv-
ice of the Government.

Is it to be understood, Mr. Speaker, that this is an open
declaration of war on the constitutional rights of the citizen?
Is the Government to join hands with certain lawless labor
groups in not only seizing the property of the employer but
the person of the employer as well, and holding both until
the employer surrenders all rights in having anything to do
with the management of his own property? Whence come
such doctrines as these? Are they not entirely foreign to our
American way of doing things?

Mr. Speaker, this is no time for the suspension of public
laws, but it is a time for rigid enforcement if this Govern-
ment is to survive. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION EBILL

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re-
port on the bill (H. R. 5996) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year
1938, and ask unanimous consent that the statement may
be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPOET

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5996) making appropriations for the government of ths District
of Columbia, and other activities chargeable in who!s in part
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal y ending
June 30, lﬂsa,mdiorotherpurposes,haﬁngmetaﬁer and

neemnierenmhsmsgreedtoreoommendanddomwmm end to
thelr respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 2, 3,
12, 16, 19, 20, 32, 33, 38, 40, 42, 43, 47, 48, 48, b3, 58, 61, 63, 65, 83,
B4, 85. 86, 97, 100, 103, 109, 110, 115, 118, 121, 123, 123, 130, 135, 137,
138, 139, 142, and 150.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 24, 25, 26,
27283031363739414&465051525759506&6'763
69, 71, 73, 73, 74, 75, 717, 79, 88, 89, 91, 93, 94, 98, 101, 104, 106, 111,
116, 117, 120, 124, 125, 126, 128. 136, 140, 143, 144, 145, 147, and 148,
and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 7, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6423

the sum proposed Insert “$221,000”; and the Senate agree to the
same

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed insert “$98,060"; and the Senate agree to the
same,

Amendment numbered 29: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 29, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed, insert “$110,000”; and the Benate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 45: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by sald amendment insert “$403,730"; and the
Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 54: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 54, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$180,260"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 62: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 62, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$22,500"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amedment numbered 66: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 66, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed insert “$140,000”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 70: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 70, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed insert “$396,975"; and the Senate agree to the

same.

Amendment numbered 80: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 80, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by sald amendment insert the following: “Not
exceeding $17,500 for the purchase of land for elementary school
purposes in the vicinity of First and Pierce Streets Northwest;”
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 81: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 81, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
sum proposed insert *“$242,500”; and the Senate agree to the
same

Amendment numbered 82: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 82, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: “the
area bounded by Seventh Street on the west and K Street on the
south in Southwest Washington”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 89: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 99, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$442,640"; and the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 102: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Benate numbered 102, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
sum named in sald amendment insert “$29,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 105: That the House recedes from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 105, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following:

“The unexpended balance of the appropriation of $100,000 con-
tained in the District of Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year 1937 for the construction, repair, improvement, and extension
of buildings at the National Training School for Girls, in accord-
ance with plans to be approved by the Municipal Architect and
the Commissioners; and for additional personnel and maintenance
at that institution is hereby continued available during the fiscal
year 1938.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 107: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 107, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$37,760"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 108: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 108, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
sum proposed insert “$38,260"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 127: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 127, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$450,000”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 129: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 129, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$54,540"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 131: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 131, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the
matter stricken out by saild amendment amended to read as fol-
lows: “$900,000: Provided, That appropriations contained in this
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Act for highways, sewers, city refuse, and the water department
shall be available for snow removal when specifically and in writing
ordered by the Commissioners”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 146: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 146,
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu
of the sum proposed insert “$367,800”; and the Senate agree to
the same,

Amendment numbered 149: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 149,
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore
the matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read
as follows: “In line 8 of the matter restored strike out ‘82,000’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘§2,600'", and the Senate agree to the
same.

The committee of conference report in disagreement amend-
ments numbered 9, 21, 22, 23, 34, 85, 55, 66, 76, 78, 87, 90, 92, 85,
96, 112, 113, 114, 119, 132, 133, 134, 141, and 151.

BmaA.Go:ms,

xmagmoathepmq‘theSmte.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5806) making for the
government of the District of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following statement in explanation of the effect
of the action agreed upon and recommended in the accompanying
conference report as to each of such amendments, namely:

On amendment no. 1: Appropriates $121,360, as proposed by the
House, instead of $122,860, as proposed by the Senate, for personal
services in the building inspection division.

Onamendme.ntanns.zs.nda Appropriates a total of §43460,

as proposed by the House, instead of $43960, as by the
Senate, for pexsa.nal services in the plumbing inspection d.ivi.slon.

On amendment no. 4: Appropriates $20,600, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $20,000, as proposed by the House, for smoke
and boiler regulation.

On amendment no. 5: Appropriates $96,700, as proposed by the
Benate, Instead of $99,526, asproposedbytheﬁotm for personal
services in connection with the of bulldings occupied by the
District government.

On amendment no. 6: Appropriates $30,000, as proposed by the
Benate, instead of $37,350, as proposed by the House, for fuel,
light, power, etc., in connection with the operation and mainte-
nance of certain buildings occupied by the District government.

On amendment no. 7: Appmpr!ntes $221,000 for personal services
in the assessor’s office, instead of $209,920, as proposed by the
House, and $223,5600, as proposed by the Senate, $10,080 being pro-
vided for the license bureau and an increase of §1,000 above the
amount of the bill as y by the House being pro-
vided to meet a shortage in the pay roll of this office.

On amendment no. 8: Appropriates $47,900, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $47,020, as proposed by the House, for personal
services in the collector’s office.

On amendment no. 10: Appropriates $98,060 for the office of
the corporation counsel, instead of $113,360, as proposed by the
House, and $102,5680, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 11: Eliminates, as proposed by the
language inserted by the House fixing the salaries of two .lnspecton
in the field at $2,300 each.

On amendment no. 12: Appropriates $10,600, as proposed by the
House, instead of $12,040, as proposed by the Senate, for personal
services in the coroner’s office.

On amendment no. 13: Appropriates $53,800, as proposed by the
Benate, instead of $63,880, as proposed by the House for the office
of weights, measures, and markets, the reduction of $10,080 in the
bill as passed by the House being accounted for by the transfer
of that sum to the assessor’s office as provided under amendment
no. 7.

On amendment no. 14: Eliminates the word “temporary” as
proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 15: Appropriates $57,980, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $56,980, as proposed by the House, for personal
service in the municipal architect’s office.

On amendments nos. 16 a.nd 17: Appropriates $61,500, as pro-
posed by the House, instead of $69,000, as proposed by the Senate,
for personal services for the Public Utilities Commission; and
appropriates §1,500, as proposed by the Senate, instead of £1,000,
as proposed by the House, for incidental necessary expenses of the
Commission,

On amendment no. 18: Eliminates the House provision author-
izing the Public Utilities Commission to make an investigation of
the Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. with a view to ascer-
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On amendment no. 19: Appropriates $20,220, and provides $4,600
for a fire-Insurance rate expert, as proposed by the House, instead
of an appropriation of $24,980, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 20; Appropriates §79,000, as proposed by the
House, instead of $80,000, as pmpoaed. by the Senate, for personal
services in the Surveyor's

On amendments nos, 24, 25 26, a.ndn'? relating to the Department
of Vehicles and Traffic: Appmpnatea $82,440, for personal services,
093.000 for purchase, installation, and modification of electric

traffic lights, etc., and $20,000 for the purchase of motor-vehicle
identification number plates, as proposed by the Senate in each

On amendment no. 28: Appropriates Q'Tuéo as proposed by the
Benate, instead of §73,500, as proposed by the House, for personal
services for the Register of Wills.

On nos. 29, 30, and 31, relating to the office of the
recorder of deeds: Appropriates $110,000 for personal services,
instead of $106,020, as proposed by the House, and $114,580, as
proposed by the Senate; appropriates $12,500 for contingent ex-
penses, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $10,000, as proposed
by the House; and appropriates $14,000 for rent of offices of the
recorder, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $12,600, as proposed

On amendments nos. 32 and 33: Appropriates $29,050, as pro-

powdbytheﬂouse.msteadofwm as proposed by the Senate,

and eliminates $500 for law books for the office of the corporation
counsel, as proposed by the House.

On amendment no. 36: Appropmbes 010.298 for allowances for
privately owned motor vehicles used in the performance of official
duties, as by the Senate.

On amendment no. 37: Authorizes the use of $8900 for trans-
portation of employees on official business, as proposed by the
Benate instead of $10,400, as proposed by the House,

On amendments nos. 38, 39, 40, and 41, relating to the sewer
department Appropriates 8130030. as proposed by the House,
instead of $183,000, as proposed by the Senate, for personal serv-
ices; appropriates $245,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$235,000, as proposed by the House, for cleaning and repairing
sewers; appropriates $150,000, as proposed by the House, instead
of $175,000, as proposed by the Senate, for suburban sewers; and
appropriates $160,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $150,-
000, as proposed by the House, for operation and maintenance of
the sewage-treatment plant.

On amendments nos. 42, 43, 44, 45, and 486, relating to the col-
lection and disposal of refuse: Appropriates $130,000, as proposed
by the House, instead of $134,000, as proposed by the Senate, for
personal services; eliminates language providing for snow and ice
removal from the streets and sidewalks and a related proviso
authorizing the use of various funds therefor, as proposed by the
House; eliminates $5,620 for the purchase of one street flusher, as
proposed by the Senate; appropriates a total of $403,730, instead
of $400,000 as proposed by the House and $409,350 as proposed by
the Senate, for dust prevention and cleaning of streets; and ap-
propriates $850,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of §825,000,
ug‘pr:pomdhytheﬁm.rorthecollecﬁonanddmalat
garbage.

On amendments nos. 47, 48, and 49, relating fo appropriations
for trees and parkings: Eliminates $26,600 for personal services
and $100,000 for contingent expenses, funds therefor being pro-
vided under amendments nos. 138 and 139, as proposed by the
House.

On amendments nos. 50, 51, and 52, relating to public play-
grounds: Appropriates 3127'!80 as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $75,015, as proposed by the House, for personal services:
provides 040,800 for general maintenance, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of 825,700, as proposed by the House; and appropriates
$29,700 for keeping open during the summer months public-school
playgrounds, as proposed by the Senate,

On amendment no. 53: Appropriates $683,800 for administrative
and supervisory officers in the public schools, as proposed by the
House, instead of $687,000, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 54: Appropriates $180,260 for clerks and
other employees of the public schools, instead of $175940, as
proposed by the House, and $190,240, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 57: Eliminates the proviso contained in the
House bill prohibiting the performance of clerical work other than
that necessary to the regular classroom-teaching assignment, as
Pproposed by the Benate.

On amendment no. 68: Restores the provision contained in the
House bill and eliminated by the Senate regarding the salaries
paid librarians in the public schools.

On amendment no. 59: Appropriates $102,180, as proposed by
xﬁf:ste,msteado:{mla&upmpmed by the House, for night

00!

On amendment no. 60: Appropriates $102,000, as proposed by
the Senate, for the community center depart.mnt of the public
schools and inserts the language contained in the Senate amend-
ment, instead of $216,565, as proposed by the House.

On amendment no. 61: Appropriates mn'fos as proposed by
the Hou.se. instead of $949,430, as proposed by the Senate, for
pemonalmviceamcnnmcu.mwimthecareor buildings and
grounds.

On amendments nos. 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, and TI,
relating to miscellaneous lt-em.s under the public schools: Appro-
priates $22,600 for transportation of tubercular, crippled, and
sight-conservation pupils, instead of 820,000, as proposed by the
mmmupmmwmm strikes out $2,000,
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inserted by the Senate, for the transportation of pupils in Brad-
bury Heights; appropriates $64,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $60,000, as proposed by the House, for manual- and
vocational-training equipment; appropriates $10,000 as proposed
by the House, instead of $14,800, as proposed by the Senate, for
furniture for the Phelps vocational school and appropriates a
total of $140,000 for contingent expenses, instead of $133,500, as
proposed by the House, and $150,600, as proposed by the Senate;
appropriates $16,400 for apparatus for laboratories in the high,
junior high, vocational schools, and teachers’ colleges, instead of
$15,000, as proposed by the House; appropriates $2,400, as pro-
posed by the Senate, for school gardens; appropriates $396,9756
for repairs and improvements to school buildings and grounds,
instead of $379,000, as proposed by the House, and $414,475, as
proposed by the Senate, the increase of $17,975 over the original
amount proposed by the House being provided for the replacement
of heating plants at the Amidon and Pierce Schools and §975
for the purchase of one motor truck; and appropriates, as pro-
posed by the Senate, $7,000 for equipment of school yards.

On amendments nos. 72, 73, 74, 75, 77, 79, 80, 81, and 82, relating
to school buildings and grounds: Appropriates £300,000 for the
Thomas Jefferson Memorial Junior High School and Library, and
provides $16,800 for plans and specifications, as proposed by the
Senate; appropriates $350,000, and provides $28,300 for plans and
specifications, as proposed by the Senate; eliminates, as proposed
by the Senate, the provision of the House appropriating $8,000 for
two portable school buildings in Bradbury Heights; provides for
the purchase of land adjoining the site of the old Dennison School;
provides not exceeding $17,500 for the purchase of land for school
purposes in the vicinity of First and Pierce Streets NW., as
proposed by the Senate; and restricts to the area bounded by
SBeventh Street on the west and K Street on the south, on which
the proposed Jeflerson Junior High School may be constructed,
instead of the restrictions proposed in this connection by the
House and the Senate. )

On amendments 83, 84, and 85, relatmgbta 1Ehtam’:n.mtmpc»llta.n
Police: Appropriates $3,386,730, as proposed by the House, instead
of 33387.2?0.};.5 proposed by the Senate; eliminates the language
proposed by the Senate authorizing the purchase of horses; and
appropriates $68,375, as proposed by the House, instead of $73,175,
as proposed by the Senate, for contingent expenses, in denying
funds for the purchase and maintenance of horses.

On amendment no. 86: Appropriates $2,211,900, as proposed by
the House, instead of $2,225,000, as proposed by the Senate, for
salaries, fire department.

On amendments nos. 88 and 89, relating to the tuberculosis
sanatoria: Appropriates $325440, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $304,963, as proposed by the House, for personal services;
and appropriates $203,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$177,000, as proposed by the House for supplies, maintenance, etc.

On amendment no., 91: Appropriates $270,000, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $250,000, as proposed by the House, for
maintenance of Gallinger Municipal Hospital.

On amendments nos. 83 and 94, relating to the police court:
Appropriates $114,530, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$107,080, as proposed by the House, for personal services; and
appropriates $11,600, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $4,250,
as proposed by the House, for supplies, maintenance, etc.

On amendment no, 97: Strikes out the proposal of the Senate
that certain percentages of the cost of operation of the district
court and the court of appeals shall be paid by the Federal
Government.

On amendment no. 98: Appropriates $38,000 for operation of the
receiving home, as proposed by the Senate, instead of providing
$12,000 for the operation of boarding homes, as proposed by the
House.

Amendments nos. 99, 100, 101, and 102 relating to the Workhouse
and Reformatory: Appropriates $442,640 for personal services instead
of $422,300, as proposed by the House, and $462,980, as proposed by
the Senate; restores the language of the House providing for the
purchase of one motorbus instead of the language proposed by the
Senate; inserts the language proposed by the Senate for the pur-
chase of uniforms and caps for guards; appropriates $437,600 for
maintenance and support of inmates, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $414,300, as proposed by the House; and appropriates
$20,000 for the replacement of defective wiring, instead of $37,000,
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments nos. 103, 104, and 105, relating to the National
Training School for Girls: Appropriates $31,500, as proposed by the
House, instead of $33,500, as proposed by the Senate, for personal
services; appropriates $30,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$27,500, as proposed by the House, for maintenance; and inserts the
proposal of the Senate continuing an unexpended balance for
construction, ete.

On amendment no. 106: Appropriates $104,270, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $99,270, as proposed by the House, for
personal services at the District training school.

On amendments nos. 107, 108, and 109, relating to the Industrial
Home School for Colored Children: Appropriates $38,260 for per-
sonal services, instead of $40,300 as proposed by the Senate and
$36,470 as proposed by the House; and appropriates $25,500, as
proposed by the House, for maintenance, instead of $30,000, as
proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 110: Appropriates $1,411,600, with a limita-
tion of 10 percent on the amount of funds available for personal
services, in connection with public assistance, as proposed by the
House, instead of $1,465,000, with a limitation of £200,000 for per-
sonal services, as proposed by the Senate.
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On amendment no. 111: Corrects the title of the Needy Blind
Act, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendments nos. 115, 116, and 117, relating to public parks:
Appropriates $351,910 for personal servies, National Capital Parks,
as proposed by the House, instead of $354,490, as proposed by the
Senate; removes the limitation on the amount available for plac-
ing and maintaining the parks in condition for outdoor sports, as
proposed by the Senate, and appropriates $382,500 for maintenance
of parks, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $373,500, as pro-
posed by the House.

On amendment no. 118: Appropriates $175,470, as proposed by
the House, instead of $179,270, as proposed by the Senate, for
salaries of Park Police.

On amendments nos. 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128,
120, 130, 131, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, and 142, relating to ap-
propriations from the gasoline-tax fund: Appropriates $251,000
for personal services, as proposed by the BSenate, instead of
$243,280, as proposed by the House; provides for “per diem serv-
ices” from miscellaneous street appropriations, as proposed by the
House, instead of “personal services”, as proposed by the Senate;
appropriates $126,600 for trees and parkings, and $150,000 for
assessment and permit work under the permit system; as pro-
posed by the House, inserts $24,200 for the paving of Western
Avenue, and $6,000 for the paving of Elder Street, as proposed
by the Senate; appropriates 200,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $175,000, as proposed by the House, for the construction
of curbs and gutters; appropriates $450,000 for the surfacing and
resurfacing of pavements, instead of 400,000, as proposed by the
House and $475,000, as proposed by the Senate; appropriates
$54,540, for the construction and maintenance of bridges; restores
the language inserted by the House and eliminated by the Sen-
ate, providing for snow and ice removal and, in the same para-
graph, appropriates 800,000 for the repair of streets, as proposed
by the Senate, instead of $800,000, as proposed by the House;
strikes out the item inserted by the Senate appropriating $325,000
for beginning construction of the Pennsylvania Avenue Bridge;
provides that appropriations for the purchase of land for widen-
ing streets, etc., shall remain available until June 30, 1939; and
eliminates the appropriation for the purchase and installation of
traffic lights, which has been provided for under amendment no. 26.

On amendments nos. 143, 144, 145, 146, and 147, relating to
the water department: Appropriates $540,000 for the Washington
aqueduct, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $470,000, as pro-
posed by the House; appropriates $367,800, for maintenance of
the water department distribution system, instead of $366,000,
as proposed by the House and $372,300, as proposed by the Sen-
ate; and authorizes the Treasurer of the United States to invest
g:rta:: funds of the District of Columbia, as proposed by the

nate.

On amendment no. 148: Eliminates the provision of the House
requiring that per-diem employees be paid only for time actually
worked, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 149: Restores the provision of the House
prohibiting the reallocation of the positions of employees and
raises the limitations of $2,000 fixed in the House bill to $2,600.

On amendment no. 150: Restores the limitation on the issuance
of congressional tags as provided in the House bill.

The committee of conference report in disagreement the follow-
ing amendments of the Senate:

On amendment no. 9: Relating to the appropriation for the
auditor's office.

On amendments nos. 21, 22, and 23: Relating to appropriations
for the Minimum Wage Board.

On amendments nos. 34 and 35: Relating to advertising in news-

papers.

On amendments nos. 55 and 56: Relating to health and physical
education teachers and the appropriation for teachers and li-
brarians in the public schools.

On amendments nos. 76 and 78: Relating to the appropriation
for the Banneker Junior High School.

On amendment no, 87: Relating to the transfer of certain hos-
pitals to the Health Department.

On amendment no. 90: Relating to the appropriation for per-
sonal services, Gallinger Municipal Hospital.

On amendment no. 92: Relating to the appropriation for con-
struction of a health center.

On amendments nos. 95 and 96: Relating to the appointment
of a marshal for the Court of Appeals.

On amendment no. 112: Relating to the appropriation for the
Columbia Polytechnic Institute.

On amendments nos. 113 and 114: Relating to the appropria-
tion for the relief of the poor.

On amendment no. 119: Authorizing the purchase of supplies
and services by the National Capital Park and Planning Commis-
sion without advertising when such purchase does not exceed £50.

On amendment no. 132: Relating to the purchase of a municipal
asphalt plant.

On amendments nos. 133 and 134: Relating to the replacement
of Chain Bridge. -

On amendment no. 141: Correcting a total.

On amendment no. 151: Authorizing that credit be allowed in
the accounts of the District of Columbia for certain disbursements
made from the appropriation “Refund of erroneously paid taxes,
District of Columbia.”
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Mr, COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the
conference report.

Mr. RICH., Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, COLLINS. Yes.

Mr. RICH. What is the total amount of this bill to date,
after the report of the conferees?

Mr. COLLINS. The amount of the bill as agreed to by
the conferees is $45,915,641, which is $680,000 below the
Budget.

Mr, RICH. The gentleman realizes that is about $700,000
more than the bill carried when it passed the House.

Mr. COLLINS. Yes; abouf $700,000.

Mr. RICH. As the bill passed the House it was $45,228,-
224, and if it carries $45,915,641 now, it shows an increase
of about $700,000.

Mr. COLLINS. The Senate increased it $1,513,000, and
the House decreased the Senate figures by $689,000.

Mr. RICH. The fact of the matter is that it is an in-
crease over what it was when the bill left the House,

Mr. COLLINS. Yes; it is about a 50-50 division.

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, the President of the United
States says that we are going to economize on the 1938
Budget. I call the attention of the gentleman and Members
of the House to what the status of the Treasury is now and
to the appropriations for 1938, to show that they are in
excess of what they were for 1937. The receipts up to June
23 this year have been $5,192,836,572, while the expendi-
tures have been $7,967,861,267. Up to June 23 of this year
you have spent $2,775,024,694 more than you have received
as per Treasury statement. This does not take into effect
the revolving funds spent this year not accounted for in the
Treasury statement amounting to over $998,000,000, which
makes the deficit on the year of over $3,770,000,000. Your
appropriations for 1938 are in excess of your appropriations
for 1937. If you talk about frying to economize, and if you
figure you are going to get a balanced Budget, you are never
going to get them and do the things you are now doing.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I decline to yield further.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, the Members want to hear this.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman refuses to yield further.

Mr. RICH. The House ought to get this information;
they need it, and they do not like to hear it because it
makes them feel bad; would that they would take it to
heart. Where will they get the money?

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Mississippi to agree to the conference
report.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 5, line 8, strike out “$136,700, of which $10,000 shall be
available immediately for examination of estimates of appropria-
tions, and for other purposes.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
and concur with an amendment which I send to the desk.

The SPEARER. The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Corrins moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate no. 9§, and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the matter stricken
out by sald amendment amended to read as follows: “$131,700, of
which 85,000 shall be available without reference to the Classifica-
tion Act of 1923, as amended, and civil-service requirements for
examination of estimates of appropriations and for other pur-
poses.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
, ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 21: Page 8, line 21, insert *Minimum Wage
, Board.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House re-
| cede and concur.
]
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLLins moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate no. 21, and concur in the same.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAEER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagrecment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 22: Page 8, after line 21, insert: “For personal
services in accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as
amended, $12,170.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move fo recede and concur
with an amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to
have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLrins moves that the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate no. 22, and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: In ueu of the matter
inserted by said amendment, insert the following:

“For personal services, including not to exceed $2,500 for the
secretary of the Board, $8,040.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. RICH. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLINS. I yield.

Mr. RICH. Ist.msa.nincreaseinmlaryforsomeomclal’
of the Government?

Mr. COLLINS. No; the Senate proposed certain salaries |
intheMmImumWageBoard. including a clerk and stenog-
rapher and secretary, and so on. The House conferees in- |
sisted that the figures were too high, and they were reduced '
by about one-half.

Mr. RICH. Did the conferees on the part of the House
herem to all proposals that the gentleman is submitting |

?

Mr. COLLINS. Every proposal incorporated in this re-
port is the unanimous report of the Senate and House!
conferees.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLins].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-:
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 23: Page 8, after line 23, insert: “For contin-
gantandmmnanaouxexpenses.mﬂudjng purchase of equip-
ment, printing and binding, office equ.lpment telephone rental,
postage, and other necessary items, $2,150.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recede from its disagreement to Senate amendment no. 23
and agree to the same with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLrLiNs moves that the House
to the amendment of the Senate mre;;d:m mg
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted
by said amendment insert:

;5;?’!. equipment, transportation, and other necessary expenses,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 34: Page 13, line 14, insert: “Provided, That this

appropriation shall not be available for the payment of ad
in newspapers published outside of the District of Columbia, not-
wi

thstanding the requirement for such advertising provided by
existing law.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEARER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

t no. 34: Page 13, after line 22, insert a colon ana

“Provided, That this

Ihle!arthupqmentntadverﬂsingthede“nquentmnsttm
more than once a& week for 2 weeks in the regular issue of one
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morning or one evening newspaper published in the District of
Columbia, notwithstanding the provisions of existing law.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 55: Page 25, after the word “twelve”, in line 24,
insert “and including $10,000 for health and physical education
teachers to supervise play in schools of the central area, bounded
by North Capitol Street on the east, Florida Avenue on the north,
the Mall on the south, and Twelfth Street on the west.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 56: Page 26, line 5, strike out “$7,157,820" and
insert “$7,223,220."

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate no. 56, and agree to the same with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CorLLiNs moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the Senate amendment no. 56 and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert
“$7,165,820.”

The motion was agreed to.

" The SPEAKER. - The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement. : : ;

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 76: Page 36, after line 15, insert the follow-

ing:
“For the erectlon of a junior high school building on a portion
of the site of the existing Banneker Playground, $200,000, of which
sum $15,217 shall be available for the preparation of plans, specifi-
cations, and administration, and the Commissioners are author-
ized to enter into contract or contracts for such building at a
cost not to exceed $724,650.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con-
cur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 78: Page 37, line 5, strike out “$1,548,000" and
insert “$1,540,000.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con-
cur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 87: Page 48, line 13, after the word “sanatoria”,
insert the following: “which, on and after July 1, 1937, shall be
under the direction and control of the health department of the
District of Columbia and subject to the supervision of the Board of
Commissioners.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur

in the Senate amendment,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 90: Page 49, line 5, strike out *“$423,380" and
insert “$455,660."”

Mr, COLLINS. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House recede
from its disagreement to Senate amendment no. 90 and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the sum inserted by said amendment insert the fol-
lowing: “$468,660, of which $13,000 shall be available for out-patient

relief of the poor, including medical and surgical supplies, arti-
ficial limbs, and pay of physicians,”
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, CoLLins moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate no. 90 and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by such
amendment insert the following: “$468,5660, of which $13,000 shall
be available for out-patient relief of the poor, including medical
and surgical supplies, artificial limbs, and pay of physicians.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 92: Page 50, after line 7, strike out all of lines
8 to 14, inclusive, and insert the following:

“Health center: For the construction on the site of the Jones
Elementary School, at First and L Streets NW,, of a building for
a health center, including necessary fixed equipment therefor,
$165,000, of which sum $7,000 shall be available for preparation
of plans and specifications, administration, and inspection, in-
cluding the employment of personal services without reference to
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 92 and concur in the same with an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLLINs moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate no. 92 and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out
by said amendment amended to read as follows:

“Health center: For the construction on the site of the Jones
Elementary Echool,stﬁrstsndhﬂtreetsNW.,a!abuﬂdlngtor
health center, including necessary fixed equipment therefor, $165,-
000, of which sum $7,000 shall be available for preparation of
plans and specifications, administration, and inspection, includ-
mgtheemplomgntotpmnummoutmmutothe
Classification of 1923, as amended: Provided, That all build-

"ings belonging to the District of Columbia shall be under the

wcuon-md control of the Commissioners of the said Dis-

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no, 95: Page 54, after line 17, insert “marshal,
$3,600, whose appointment is hereby authorized.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recede from is disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 95 and concur in the same.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 96: Page 54, line 22, strike out “$111,800" and
insert in lieu thereof “$115,400.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 96 and concur in the same,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 112: Page 69, line 1, insert:
“COLUMBIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE

“To aid the Columbia Polytechnic Institute for the Blind, lo-
cated at 1808 H Street NW., to be expended under the direction of
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, $3,000.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker; I move that the House
recede from is disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 112 and concur in the same,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 113: Page 70, line 4, after the word “poor”,
insert “at $1,200 each per annum.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 113 and concur in the same,

The motion was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 114: Page 70, line 5, strike out "$13,000”, and
insert in lieu thereof “$18,760.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 114, and concur with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 114: That the House recede from fits dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 114, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Strike out the
matter inserted and stricken out by said amendment, and on page
63 of the bill, strike out lines 1 to 5, inclusive.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 119: Page 75, line 3, after $40,150 insert:
Provided, That the Commission may procure supplies and services
without regard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (U. 8. C.,
title 41, sec. §), when the aggregate amount involved does not
exceed $50: Provided further, That a statement of expenditures from
this appropriation shall be reported to Congress in the annual
Budget.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate no.
119, and concur in the same.

The motion was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 132: Page 83, after line 2, after the figures
“8000,000", insert: “Provided, That the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, should they deem such action to be to the
advantage of the District of Columbia, are hereby authorized to
purchase a municipal asphalt plant at a cost not to exceed $30,000."

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recede and concur with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Corrins moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate no. 132, and agree to the same
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted
by said amendment insert the following: “Provided further, That
the Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia, should they deem
such action to be to the advantage of the District of Columbia, are
hereby authorized to purchase a municipal asphalt plant at a
cost not to exceed $30,000.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 133: Page 84, line 1, strike out “$100,000"” and
insert in lieu thereof *$143,000.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no. 133, and concur in the same.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 134: Page 84, line 1, after “$143,000”, add the
following: “and the Commissioners are authorized to enter into
contract or contracts for the completion of sald bridge at a
cost not to exceed $393,000."

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate
no, 134 and concur in the same.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement. *

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no 141: Page 87, in line 19, strike out “$2,769,140"
and insert in lleu thereof *“$2957,740."

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion, which I
sent to the Clerk’s desk.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLnins moves that the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the SBenate no. 141 and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed
insert “$2,894.340.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 151: Page 99, after line 22, insert:

“Sec, 7. Credit is allowed in the accounts of the District of
Columbia for disbursements made from the permanent and in-
definite appropriation, ‘Refund of erroneously pald taxes, District
of Columbia’, amounting to $3,220.90, covered by audit numbers
33,568, 37,304, 45,549, 53,546, 63,399, and 70,165, and General Ac-
counting Office certificate no. F-6872-DC, dated July 24, 1933.”

Mr. COLLINS. Mr, Speaker, I offer a motion, which I
send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoLLins moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate no. 151, and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: In line 1 of the matter pro-
posed strike out “7” and insert in lieu thereof “9."

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEARER. Without objection, a motion to recon-
sider the various motions will be laid upon the fable.

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
insert in the Recorp at this poinf a general statement by me
as to the District appropriation bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The matter referred to follows:

District appropriation bill, 1938

Amount of 1938 appropriations. $45, 915, 641
Amount of 1937 appropriations 43,712,910
Increase over 1837. 2,202, 731
e—

Amount of regular and supplemental estimates______ 486, 605, 605
Amount of bill as agreed to by conferees____________ 45,915, 641
Decrease under Budget estimates_ _____________ 689, 964
Amount of House recessions in conference__________ 799, 067
Amount of Senate recessions in conference. ... __ 714,140
Amount of 1938 bill as passed Senate_______________ 486,620,781
Amount of 1938 bill as passed House. e _____ 45, 116, 584
Amount added above House bill by Senate_____ 1,513,197

Status of general fund appropriations, 1938
Amount of bill as agreed to by conferees_____________ 845, 915, 641

Amount of gas and water funds. 5, 189, 815
Total from general fund 40, 725, 826
Total collections, 1938. 28, 997, 625
Deficit 11,728, 201
Less Federal contribution 5, 000, 000
Net deficit 6, 728, 201

Status of gasoline taxr fund appropriations, 1938

$3, 145, 340
Total available in fund 3,113, 280
Deficit, 1938 32, 060
Status of water fund appropriations, 1938
Total available in fund. o $2, 729, 475
Amount in bill as agreed to by conferees . ———.___. 2,044,475
Surplus, 1938 685, 000

Note—The above s are estimates prepared on the basis of
data submitted to the committee during hearings on the bill.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr. GRAY of Indiana and Mr. HIGGINS of Massachusetts

asked and were given permission o extend their own remarks
in the RECORD.
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FISHERIES OF ALASKA

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 5860) making
further provision for the fisheries of Alaska.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alaska?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I understand this bill is on the Consent
Calendar. Why is there any particular reason for it being
called up at this time?

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Speaker, this is an emergency matter,
because the fishing season is at hand and the House must
pass the bill immediately to do any good this year.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Just what does this
bill do?

Mr. DIMOND. It is for the benefit of the natives of one
part of Alaska. It limits fishing by set nets to the residents
of that region and it gives the residents, particularly the
Indians and Eskimos, & chance to make a little needed
money.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol-
lows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of the act approved June 6,
1924, entitled “An act for the protection of the fisheries of Alaska,
and for other purposes” (43 Stat. 464), as amended, is further
amended by inserting in said section at the end of the first pro-
viso thereof another proviso to read as follows: “Provided further,
That in the area embracing Bristol Bay and the arms and fribu-
taries thereof, no person shall at any time fish for or take salmon
with a stake net or set net, for commercial purposes, unless such

shall have theretofore continuously resided for the period
of at least 5 years within a radius of 30 miles of the place where
such net is staked or set.”

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Speaker, Bristol Bay is a large bay
indenting the southwestern side of the Territory of Alaska
and opening into Bering Sea. It is the site of what is
probably the greatest red-salmon fishery in the world and
produces annually approximately 1,200,000 cases of red
salmon containing 48 pounds to the case.

As I have heretofore indicated this bill is designed to
provide a larger opportunity for the residents of the Bristol
Bay region, and particularly for the native residents of that
district, to earn a living in the great salmon fishery there
carried on. ¢

Two methods of fishing are employed to catch the Bristol
Bay salmon: one involves the use of drift nets operated by
boats and not attached to the shore; and the other involves
the use of stake or set nets, one end of each of whichis tied to
the shore and thence extends out at right angles to the shore
into the shallow tidal waters of the bay but not beyond the
low-water mark therein. Under present regulations no
stake or set net may be longer than 50 fathoms and stake
or set nets may not be set within 450 feet of each other.
During the year 1936 approximately 410 stake nets were
operated in the Bristol Bay region and they caught about
3% percent of all of the salmon taken in the district—the
remaining 961% percent having been caught by drift nets.
The operation of stake or set nets is a simple one and can
readily be performed by elderly people or even by women
who are unable to undertake the more laborious and hazard-
ous method of fishing with drift nets. For many of the
residents of the region fishing by stake or set nets is the
only way for them of making a living.

More than 1,000 fishermen from the United States go
to Bristol Bay each year to engage in salmon fishing and
they return to the States at the end of the short salmon
fishing season. Some of the fishermen from the States,
being more aggressive than the natives, have tended in
recent years more and more to drive the natives from stake-

or set-net fishing. While the income derived from the opera-'
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tion of any stake or set net is very small, the fishermen from
the States frequently locate stake or set nets and then hire
someone fo operate the same while they personally engage
in the more lucrative drift-net fishing. The operator of
g stake net will probably not earn more than $250 in a
season, while the average fisherman using a drift net is
likely to earn at least five times that amount.

This legislation is highly desirable for the subsistence of
some of the residents of the Bristol Bay region, and par-
ticularly for the native residents thereof. Without an op-
portunity to engage in fishing by stake or set nets some of
these people have no method whatever of earning sufficient
money to provide themselves with food and clothing. The
bill under consideration is in harmony with the policy and
purpose of the Government in promoting and aiding in the
education, medical relief, and economic well-being of the
natives of Alaska and in assisting in the establishment of
permanent homes in the Territory.

ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN LANDS FOR THE YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5394) to provide
for the acquisition of certain lands for, and the addition
thereof to, the Yosemite National Park, in the State of Cali-
fornia, and for other purposes, with a Senate amendment
thereto, disagree to the Senate amendment, and ask for a
conference.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Chair appointed the following conferees: Mr. De-
Rouen, Mr. Roeinson of Utah, and Mr. CRAWFORD.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein a resolution recently adopted by the United Govern-
ment employees on the death of our late beloved and distin-
guished colleague, William P. Connery, Jr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, during the 20
years I have been a Member of this body this is the first
time I have ever asked unanimous consent to address the
House. I want fo break that record this morning and ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object—I am not going to object to my colleague on the
Rules Committee speaking this morning, because he makes
the request so seldom, but I intend to object to any other
similar request this morning, because we have important
legislation to consider.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr, TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
quested this time that I may call to the attention of the
Congress and the country, and especially to the notice of
the Department of Justice a certain unusual and disgrace-
ful species of rackefeering that has been going on recently
in Tennessee, and doubtless similar hijacking has been and
is being practiced throughout the country.

According to a story prinfed under bold headlines on the
front page of the Nashville Banner, a Democratic news-
paper, in its issue of June 17 last, one Col. Lester F. Kimbrell,
“blew” into Nashville week before last and proceeded to call
to his hotel a number of Nashville businessmen who had
furnished material to or had obtained contracts from the
W. P. A. or other Government agencies. After being naively
reminded of the business they had received from the
W. P. A. and other Federal alleged relief agencies, and also
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significantly informed that there would soon be additional
funds for Federal distribution, these businessmen were told
that as a representative of the President, Mr. Farley, and
the Democratic National Committee, he had been commis~
sioned to contact them, as beneficiaries of Federal relief
funds, and take their orders for the “Democratic hand-
book”, to be autographed by no less a personage than the
President of the United States, at the “insignificant” price
of $250 apiece. These businessmen were informed that
their names were on a list which was “on the desk of the
President and in the hands of Mr. Farley.” Thereupon the
suave colonel politely told them that their quota of books
was in proportion to the Government business each had en-
joyed, ranging from two to eight books, or from $500 to
$2,000. -

According to the Banner, the urbane colonel told each of
those he contacted that if they would sign on the dotted
line, he “would be of service to them in the matter of
future favor.” The Banner also stated that only persons
and concerns that had done business with the W. P, A. and
other Federal facilities were contacted.

It is not known just how much money the ingenious
colonel extracted or, rather, extorted, from Nashville busi-
nessmen, but he carried on his nefarious racket in Tennes-
see’s capital city for a week, when he departed for Memphis
to shear other innocent lambs.

On his way to Nashville the colonel, or one of his accom-
plices, stopped over in Knoxville, where the same tactics
were employed in an attempt to hijack a number of Knox-
ville businessmen who had had Government contracts or
furnished Federal projects material. I have it on unim-
peachable authority that this Knoxville hijacker stopped at
the Andrew Johnson Hotel, where he summoned by tele-
phone those whom he was sent there to fleece. His de-
mands in Knoxville ranged from $500 to $1,500 per person.
In Knoxville, after the usual reminder of the business he had
received through the beneficent instrumentality of W. P. A.
and other Federal facilities, and after the tempting picture
of future favors were dangled before him, the victim was
informed of the amount he was assessed and expected to
contribute. To verify his identity and authority, the
“colonel” suggested that they could call a certain number in
Washington. This was done, I understand, and the Wash-
ington “number” promptly replied that “the colonel” was
duly and fully authorized.

Mr. Speaker, such dastardly skullduggery as I have de-
scribed is not only the very essence of villainy but is a clear
violation of both the letter and the spirit of the Federal
Corrupt Practices Act. Of course, this campaign book pre-
text is not even a clever subterfuge. A political campaign
book at this time would be just about as valuable and in-
teresting as a last year’s Barker's Almanac.

Mr. Speaker, I denounce this conduct as downright im-
moral and utterly reprehensible. It is cold-blooded graft
of the purest ray serene. Of course, the so-called colonel
is only a tool of the higher-ups who deserve the contempt
and execoration of all decent people. Al Capone in his
palmiest days would have scorned to condescend to such ar-
rant, cowardly, and contemptible conduct; and Jesse James
would have considered it unworthy of his code of ethics and
a reflection on his sense of sportsmanship.

Mr. Speaker, if conduct such as this is to go unchallenged,
justice becomes a mockery and graft masquerades under the
cloak of manly virtue. Surely, Mr. Speaker, the great Demo-
cratic Party has not degenerated to so low a state that it
finds it necessary to resort to methods of coercion and ex-
tortion to raise funds to carry on and meet its financial obli-
gations.

Here and now, I call upon the Department of Justice to
investigate this outrageous and scandalous practice; and if
requested to do so, I shall be glad to furnish the Attorney
General’s office with pertinent information bearing on this
shameful and unsavory affair. [Applause.]
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend in the REcorp my own remarks on the same subject
on two separate occasions.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its
legislative clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 6523) entitled “An act making appropria-
tions for the Department of Agriculture and for the Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1938, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H. R. 5394) entitled “An act to
provide for the acquisition of certain lands for, and the ad-
dition thereof to, the Yosemite National Park, in the State
of California, and for other purposes”, disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the fwo Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Apams, Mr. PrrTman, Mr. AsHUrST, Mr. WacNERr, and Mr.
N¥YE to be the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees fo
the report of the committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 361) entitled “Joint
resolution making appropriations for relief purposes.”

The message also announced that the Senate had passed,
without amendment, bills and joint resolutions of the House
of the following titles:

H.R.563. An act for the relief of E. W. Garrison;

H.R. 607. An act for the relief of Dorothy McCourt;

H.R. 1235. An act for the relief of John Brennan;

H.R.1310. An act for the relief of Clifford R. George and
Mabel D. George;

H.R. 1406. An act for the relief of Frank S. Walker;

H.R.1689. An act for the relief of Dominga Pardo;

H.R.1731. An act for the relief of Angelo and Auro
Cattaneo;

H.R.1761. An act for the relief of Paul J. Francis;

H. R. 1851. An act for the relief of W. D. Dayvis;

H.R.2404. An act for the relief of James Philip Coyle;

H.R. 2482. An act for the relief of Lonnie O. Ledford;

H.R. 2703. An act to provide for the representation of the
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
on the annual conference of senior circuit judges;

H.R.2757. An act to carry out the findings of the Court
of Claims in the claim of the Morse Dry Dock & Repair Co.;

H.R. 2774. An act for the relief of certain employees of the
Division of Investigation, Department of the Interior, and
certain disbursing officers of the Department of the Interior;

H.R.2934. An act for the relief of Raymond E. Payne and
Anna R. Payne;

H.R.2983. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. J. C.
Porter;

H.R. 3002. An act for the relief of Timothy Joseph Mc-

H. R. 3075. An act for the relief of E. P. Lewis;

H.R.3123. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to
lease to Old Fort Niagara Association, Inc., portions of the
Fort Niagara Military Reservation, N. Y.;

H.R.3262. An act for the relief of John H. Wykle;

H. R. 3284. An act to transfer Crawford County, Iowa, from
the southern judicial district of Iowa to the northern judi-
cial district of Towa;

H. R. 3339. An act for the relief of Allie Rankin;

H.R.3565. An act for the relief of the Northwestern Ohio
Mutual Rodded Fire Insurance Co.;

H.R.3809. An act for the relief of H. E. Wingard;

H.R.3967. An act for the relief of Adele Fowlkes;
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H.R. 4623. An act for the relief of C. O. Eastman;

H.R.4679. An act for the relief of John L. Summers, for-
mer disbursing clerk, Treasury Department; and Frank
White, G. F. Allen, H. T. Tate, and W. O. Woods, former
Treasurers of the United States;

H. R.4682. An act for the relief of W. R. Fuchs;

H.R.4711. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across Puget
Sound at or near a point commonly known as The Narrows
in the State of Washington;

H. R. 4942. An act for the relief of A. L. Mallery;

H.R.5102. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs, Frank
Muzio;

H.R.5258. An act for the relief of the Jackson Casket &
Manufacturing Co.;

H.R.5337. An act for the relief of Charles B. Murphy;

H.R.5438. An act for the relief of Richard T. Edwards;

H.R.5496. An act for the relief of Willard Webster;

H. R.5652. An act for the relief of Frank A. Smith;

H.R.5848. An act to extend times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Wabash
River at or near Merom, Sullivan County, Ind.;

H.R.6049. An act to amend the Interstate Commerce Act;

H.R. 6144, An act to amend the Canal Zone Code;

H.R.6230. An act for the relief of certain former dis-
bursing officers of the Veterans’ Administration and of the
Bureau of War Risk Insurance, Federal Board for Voca-
tional Education, and the United States Veterans' Bureau
(now Veterans’ Administration) ;

H.R.6285. An act authorizing the State Roads Commis-
sion of the State of Maryland and the State Road Com-
mission of the State of West Virginia to construct, maintain,
and operate a free highway bridge across the Potomac River
in Washington County, Md., at or near a point opposite
Shepherdstown, W. Va., and a point at or near Shepherds-
town, Jefferson County, W. Va., to take the place of a bridge
destroyed by flood;

H.R.6286. An act authorizing the State Roads Commis-
sion of the State of Maryland and the State Road Commis-
sion of the State of West Virginia to construct, maintain, and
operate a free highway bridge across the Pofomac River at
or near g point in the vicinity of Hancock, in Washington
County, Md., and a point near the north end of Morgan
County, W. Va., to take the place of a bridge destroyed by
flood;

H.R.6292. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri
River at or near Niobrara, Nebr.;

H.R.6436. An act authorizing cash relief for certain em-
ployees of the Panama Canal not coming within the pro-
visions of the Canal Zone Retirement Act;

H.R.6494. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Snake
River between Clarkston, Wash., and Lewiston, Idaho;

H.R.T7021. An act validating and confirming certain min-
eral patents issued for lands situated in township 5 south,
range 15 east, Montana principal meridian, in the State of
Montana;

H.R.7589. An act to levy an excise tax upon carriers and
certain other employers and an income tax upon their em-
ployees, and for other purposes;

H.J.Res. 41. Joint resolution authorizing the disposal of |

certain lands held by the Panama Railroad Co. on Manzanillo
Island, Republic of Panama; and

H. J. Res. 349. Joint resolution authorizing certain retired
officers or employees of the United States to accept such
decorations, orders, medals, or presents as have been tendered
them by foreign Governments.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 5996) entitled “An act making appropria~-
tions for the government of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in part against the
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revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1938, and for other purposes”, and agrees to the amendments
of the House to the amendments of the Senate nos. 9, 22, 23,
58, 90, 92, 114, 132, 141, and 151 to said bill.

FARM-TENANCY BILL

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I call up House Resolu-
tion 261 and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:

House Resolution 261

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of H. R. 7662, a.bm‘t.cenmun.gemdpmntethe ownership
utltarmhnmesa.ndtomaketne of such homes more
secure, to provide for the general welfare of the United States, to
provide additional credit facilities for agricultural development,
and for other purposes, and all points of order against said bill
are hereby waived. That after general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not to exceed 3 hours, to
be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and
minority member of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. At the conclu-
sion of the reading of the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the same fo the House with such amendments as
may have been adopted, and the previous guestion shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except one motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I yield one-half the
time to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, MarTIN]
and yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a rule for the consideration
of the farm-tenancy bill. If is an open rule, providing for 3
hours of general debate, to be confined to the bill, and pro-
viding for amendment. All points of order are waived by the
rule.

In the consideration of this bill we are beginning, I be-
lieve, the solution of one of the serious problems of our
country. This is another bill providing for social security for
a class of men and women who live upon our farms. The
measure provides for the lending of money to farm tenants,
to sharecroppers, and to laborers on farms, preference being
given to married people, for the purchase of homes under a
80-year amortization plan at 3-percent interest.

This is another bill looking to the relief of the under-
privileged, people who have not had the opportunity many
of us believe they should have. The measure provides an
authorization for the first year of $10,000,000, for the second
year of $25,000,000, and for the third year of $50,000,000.
There may be many people who believe we should start at a
larger figure, and this amount, of course, is a very small
appropriation with which to undertake the solution of such
a large problem. However, the committee worked faith-
fully on this proposed legislation, and believed it proper to
start with a modest amount and proceed cautiously and
carefully in the program, which, to begin with, is more or
less experimental. If at the end of that time we find that
relief has been brought to the people on the farms in the
purchase of homes, I feel sure we will have started a long-
distance program which future Congresses will maintain.

Somewhere I received statistics to the effect that there are
6,288,000 farms in America, with a population of more than
32,000,000 people. Slightly less than one-half the people on

| these farms live on tenant farms. Every State of the Union

has such a problem. Maine has 41 percent of its farms
cultivated by tenants. Mississippi has 72 percent. It is
claimed the State of Iowa has the highest percentage of its
farm lands in cultivation, yet in Towa slightly less than one-
half, about 49 percent, of the farms are cultivated by tenant
farmers, sharecroppers, or hired hands.

This measure is to relieve the problem of farm tenancy,
which is Nation-wide. The committee believes, and the
idea was conveyed in the message of the President of the
United States to Congress, that the problem could not be
solved by any single State, but is a national problem. I
believe in this proposed legislation we are beginning a long-
distance program which will help to build future security for
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the men and women who live on the farms, by enabling
them to own their own homes.

We have, through the Federal land banks, assisted farm-
ers who were in debt and subject to foreclosure to save their
farms. We have, through the Home Owners’ Corporation,
assisted the home owners in the cities and towns to save
their homes. This measure goes one step further, and is
intended to assist people who have not owned land but have
been engaged in cultivating land and in helping to produce
the food of the Nation and the raw materials which clothe
the Nation. Through this measure we seek to assist the
underprivileged people who have not had an opportunity,
because of the depression or perhaps for other reasons, to
own their farm homes. We want to assist them in this
humble way in the beginning, but look to a long-distance
program where more of the farms of our Nation can be
owned by the men and women who cultivate them.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. Yes, I yield.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the amount of money paid by
these tenant farmers during the years the bill is in effect
be less or greater than the amount they are now paying
for the same farms?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I have not figured that out, but if
the payments are the same and this contributes to the
ownership of the farms by the men and women who culti-
vate them, I think it is a very helpful proposition.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. I am in sympathy with the proposi-
tion, but my idea is that if the farmers cannot pay the rent
now as tenant farmers, how could they pay greater amounts
if they owned the farms?

Mr. GREENWOOD. We are not assuming they cannot
pay the rent. All sharecroppers have to pay the rent, be-
cause the landlord takes his part. Of course, they pay the
rent.

In a democracy like this we believe in private ownership
of property, which is the opposite of communism and so-
cialism. This measure looks toward a true American democ-
racy and the establishment of a standard of individual home
ownership. I believe the future of our Nation and the des-
tiny of our Nation hang on the decision we make here today
with respect to the future ownership of farms.

The men and women working on these farms are worthy
people. They produce the food and the raw material of our
Nation. They create the wealth of the Nation, but they have
not always shared in a proper way in the distribution of this
wealth. This measure is to assist them in owning the land
which they cultivate. .

We should begin now to right this wrong and give these
faithful working people an opportunity to own their homes.
Besides, the fertility of the soil of the Nation is being de-
stroyed by the sharecropper and by following the rental
method, because every year they attempt to pull from the
soil the largest crop that is possible because next year they
do not know whether they will be located there or some-
where else.

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield.

Mr. HARLAN. To what extent will this bill provide funds
for helping tenant farmers in the various districts; in other
words, how many of them will be helped by this measure?

Mr. GREENWOOD. Not very many in the beginning, al-
though I have not figured that out. As I have said, this is a
humble or modest beginning. We should proceed cautiously
as the program unfolds, with $10,000,000 the first year,
$25,000,000 the second year, and $50,000,000 the third year.
There can be no limitation on the future, and if Congress
finds the program is working out satisfactorily, the amount
can be increased from time to time.

Title IT of the bill continues the rehabilitation program.
Since the President is to allot money from relief funds for
the rehabilitation and resettlement program, we may assume
that the present program will be continued, and that the
present unexpended balances in the fund will be used for the
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purpose of lending the farmers money to purchase livestock
and equipment, to provide family subsistence, and help them
compose their debts or refinance their debts, so they may
continue to live on the farms and support their families.
This title of the bill continues a relief that I believe has been
of great advantage to the poorer class of farmers, those who
cannot receive credit through regular channels.

Title IIT provides an authorization of $10,000,000 the first
year, $20,000,000 the second year, and $20,000,000 the third
year, or $50,000,000 in all, for the purchase and retirement
of submarginal land, to take it out of cultivation, to build
up a soil-conservation and reforestation program and miti-
gate floods and help preserve the wildlife, which program
is now under way.

Mr, HILL of Oklahoma. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma. The gentleman has not touched
upon what is in my own mind. Does this bill provide for
the establishment of a new agency to administer these
particular functions?

Mr. GREENWOOD. It does not provide for the estab-
lishment of a new agency. This will be under the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, and the allotting of these loans will be
done by a local committee, practically without any expense.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Colo-

rado.
. Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. It seems to me that, in view
of the fact the land-retirement program has been going
on or has been set up for the past 3 years, there ought to
be a larger amount, at least, appropriated for this pur-
pose in order to get this land out of alleged cultivation as
rapidly as possible.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I agree with the gentleman that
this is a very important program; but the gentleman from
Colorado understands that there are great demands being
made upon the administration and the Federal Government,
not only along this line but along many others, including
one billion and a half dollars for relief; and for this reason
these appropriations, I am sure, are not quite as large as
some of us would like to see them.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I understand that, and I
appreciate all that has been done; but I believe they might
get rid of some of their burdens if they would spend more
of the money retiring the land from alleged cultivation.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I agree with the gentleman, and I
am in sympathy with that program.

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield.

Mr. COLDEN. There are already agencies of the Govern-
ment buying submarginal land. Does this bill supersede
those agencies or will this work be done in conjunction with
them? I do not quite understand the relationship.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I think the work will be done in con-
junction with the existing agencies, but the chairman of the
committee can give the gentleman that information.

Mr. JONES. The agency referred to is established by
Executive order and that order automatically expires on
June 30.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman

eld?
yiMr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Okla-
homa.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma. In relation to the question I
asked a moment ago, I notice under title IV, the Secretary
of Agriculture is to establish in the Department of Agricul-
ture a Farm Security Administration to assist him in the
exercise of the powers and the carrying out of the duties
imposed by this act. I thought perhaps that was a pro-
vision for setting up some new agencies and alloting some
administrative expenses to such agencies.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I take it the old agencies that have
been administering title IT and title IIT will be merged under
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the Secretary of Agriculture with any new agency that may
be established. I do not contemplate this bill will be any
more expensive in the future than it has been in the past.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma. I should like to state to the gen-
tleman that the theory of the proposition as laid out in this
bill sounds all right to me, but I do not want us to build up
some other bureau in order to do the work, because I think
we have a sufficient number of such organizations now.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I agree with the gentleman. I want
to see as much of the appropriation as possible go to the farm
tenants and croppers.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. The first four lines of subsection (b),
page 2, challenged my attention, because I notice that only
aid is to be given to those who recently obtained the major
portion of their income from farming operations. I wonder
if the Committee took into consideration how recently or
how long a person had to be so engaged?

Mr. GREENWOOD. Would the gentleman mind pro-
pounding that question to the Chairman of the Committee
after we go into Committee of the Whole? He can tell the
gentleman how far the Committee considered that matter.

Mr. DONDERO. If the gentleman will permit one fur-
ther question, was any consideration given to the question
of whether a man had been a success or a failure throughout
the years of his tenancy?

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is to be handled by the local
committees set up in each county and passing upon the
responsibility and worthiness of each applicant who asks for
a loan.

Mr. Speaker, I think this program will appeal to every-
one, even in the city, who likes to see the ownership of homes
by the people of America. I voted for every one of the
measures that would loan money to the home owners to help
save their homes from foreclosure. I am very heartily in
favor of this legislation which will set up an agency to help
more people to own their homes—people who are worthy,
passed upon by local committees—to obtain assistance over
a long period of time, to help build up and strengthen the
security of the home.

The soil is the foundation of this Nation, as it is of every
nation, and when the soil is destroyed and the men
and women who cultivate the soil reach a stage of peas-
antry, of peonage, or of servitude, I have never found any
precedent in history where that nation is not started on a
decline when that situation prevails. Home ownership then
makes for the security of our Nation, makes for content-
ment, for the confidence of the people. Home ownership is
the sweetest and most cherished privilege of the human
family. The future of our Nation must be built upon our
homes.

In conclusion I want to give you a thought that was
written by a very distinguished poet a few decades ago.
The farmers of England formerly lived in villages and went
out and farmed their land. This sweet singer, Oliver Gold-
smith, left his old home and went to other parts, and later
came back and found that the old homes had been deserted
by his old neighbors, friends, and relatives. It touched his
heart, and he wrote that magnificent poem called the De-
serted Village. He expressed it so beautifully that I want to
give you a few lines of that poem:

Il fares the land, to hastening ills a prey,
Where wealth accumulates, and men decay.
Princes and lords may flourish or may fade—

A breath can make them, as a breath has made;
But a bold peasantry, their country’s pride,
When once destroy’d, can never be supplied.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will help to preserve the homes on
the farms and will help to build a future civilization of
home owners, and while if is a modest beginning, I think it
is a move in the right direction, and I believe the rule
should be adopted and the bill passed. [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to myself, and ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorb.
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'IheBPEAEE:Rprotepmore (Mr. TeompsoN of Illinois).
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, no one can
quarrel with the splendid idealism which prompts the advo-
cacy of this measure. The plight of the tenant farmer can-
not fail fo arouse the sympathy of anyone genuinely inter-
ested in the welfare of the so-called “under dog.” No one
would like fo aid him any more than would I, if there were
a real chance to do so.

If is disturbing when you realize there are 2,800,000 tenant;
farmers in the country, or 42.1 percent of the entire farm-
ing population. It is disturbing when you learn the tenant
farmers are increasing at the rate of 40,000 every year.
Happily, the percentage of tenant farmers in my section,
New England, is not so large. In Massachusetts it is only
6.2, the smallest ratio of any State in the Union: in
Rhode Island it is 13.8; Maine, 6.9; Connecticut, 7.3; New
Hampshire, 7.3; and Vermont, 10.9.

There is a real tenant-farmer problem., That fact can-
not be disputed. However, we must be careful not to hold
forth a glistening mirage to these unfortunate men and
women which cannot become a reality, A disappointment
would be cruel and leave permanently behind an embittered
population which would be easy prey for the radical
agitator,

The question is, Will this legislation eventually bring
permanent improvement to these unforfunate people, or
will it simply be the bailing out of some farm owners with
political pull at the cost of a heavy drain upon the Treasury?
Everyone knows the conditions in the agricultural industry;
billions of dollars have been expended by the Government
to keep the industry alive.

I am wondering if because of this fact we would be doing
anyone any good to put him in a business which is as bad
off as the agricultural industry without adequate resources,
Might it not mean simply the Government being obliged to
take over huge tracts of farming land? I hope that phase
will be given some consideration in discussing the bill.

That the experiment is to be launched on a modest scale
is admitted. The appropriation the first year will be
$10,000,000. If the new agency to be created is to be as
expensive as the Resetilement Bureau, there is not going to
be very much left for the tenant farmer. The bulk will go
for political jobs, as I note the civil-service requirement is
carefully omitted. Even if by some miracle the administra-
tion costs are modest, there is going to be very little
available.

There are about 3,000 counties in the country. A little
arithmetic reveals, with administration cost held down to 10
percent—almost unbelievable—this would mean $3,000 for
each county. Any farm which would provide a decent liv-
ing for a family would cost $5,000.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The average cost of the
farms set up by the Resettlement Administration was be-
tween $7,000 and $7,500.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That makes it a little
worse, as I have worked out my arithmetic on the basis of
$5,000. So at least half the counties in the country must go
without if the other counties get one farm each, A $100,-
000,000 annual appropriation would take care of only 20,000
tenant farmers and you will recall there are 2,800,000.

Prankly, T am wondering if this means any real help; if it
means only disappointment to the impoverished tenant
farmer, who will be told in glowing language of the great
help he is to receive from his Government, The average
tenant farmer has as much chance of getting aid as the
average purchaser of a ticket to win the English Sweep-
stakes,

Of course I understand the reason for the small amount
to be authorized. The Treasury is in no condition to em-
bark upon new expenditures of billions as this will require
before any material good will be done.
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- The President last April in one of his rare economy mo-
ments; that is, when he talks of economy, said: “No ex-
pansion of Government activities should be authorized unless
the necessity forn such expansion has been definitely deter-
mined and funds are available to defray the costs.” These
words of Mr. Roosevelt unquestionably meant it was sound
policy to provide the revenue for new expenditures.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. DIES. I should like to call the gentleman’s attention
to what I consider a very unjust provision in this bill. This
permits the Secretary to buy land subject to any reserva-
tion, any outstanding estate, any interest, or easement.
In my congressional district the Government is buying land
and permitting the landowner to reserve all mineral rights.
That is all he wants. A few years ago they were willing to
give away the surface rights if they could retain the mineral
rights and escape taxation. Does not the gentleman be-
lieve that when the Government buys land, the Government
should have the mineral rights as well as the surface rights?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. There is no question
about that. The mineral rights should go to the Government,
because I think if the gentleman will look up the purchases
in his district he will find the Government paid twice as much
as originally paid by the lumber company for the land.

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman yield for another question
at that point?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. DIES. Also the Government buys this land and the
local taxing units lose the source of revenue necessary to
operate their schools and their local government. How are
we helping the people when we take away from them the
means of taxation to support their schools and their local
government?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The gentleman is stating
a problem that is causing a great deal of worry these days,
and it will be an increasing problem in the years ahead.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. JONES. On the question of reservation of mineral
rights, I should like to call attention to section 44, which
stipulates that the Government shall retain not less than one-
half of the mineral rights when it disposes of any land.

Mr. DIES. But that is when the Government disposes
of the land. What they are doing now is buying the land that
people are glad to get rid of and paying three or four dollars
an acre, and then the individual retains all the mineral
rights; and it is absolutely wrong and it is wrong from the
Government’s point.

Mr. JONES. That is not the purpose.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. If my memory serves
me right, the President vetoed the soldiers’ bonus-payment
bill because the bill did not provide for the revenue to
finance the same. However, consistency is not particularly
a great virtue and he may decide differently in this instance.

Unquestionably this experiment will eventually cost the
taxpayer billions of dollars. Could not the money be better
expended in some way which would lift up the entire agri-
cultural industry? Make the industry prosperous and the
worth-while tenant farmer will have the opportunity of
becoming a landowner. It would appear to me we must first
rehabilitate the industry and then we can more easily with
reasonable cost devote ourselves to lifting the individual.

In other words, I question if it is practical to spend the
money at a time when failure is almost certain. I should
like to see this great social experiment attempted, and I am
quite sympathetic toward it in due time when there is a
reasonable chance for success. I seriously question if this
is the propitious time.

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. COLDEN. Does not the gentleman believe that the
limitation to only farm tenants and farm laborers and
sharecroppers is a discrimination against the man who has
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left the farm and is now working in industry and would
like to go back to the farm?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, It might readily be the
energetic man who left the farm and went to the city
might, if financed, make & much better risk than the man
who stays on the farm and has not had the initiative to get
ahead in life.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think it is admitted that the most
recent statistics from the Department of Agriculture show
that there has been a fremendous decrease in the farm
population during the last 12 or 15 months, caused pri-
marily by increasing production and increasing wages in
industry. If this is to continue, there will be few people
left who will want to go back to the farm, especially when
wages of $10, $15, and $20 a day are now being paid for
factory workers.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I am not one of those men
who subscribe to any idealistic theory to the effect that
farm tenancy can ever be completely abolished, because of
fundamental differences in the capabilities of human beings
and the physical conditions of the various sections of our
Nation. Even though we may not be able to abolish farm
tenancy in the United States, this bill is a step in the
right direction. Nor am I one of those men who are
alarmed about the cost, because, if you will read title I of
this bill—and that is the important feature of the bill, in
my opinion, as supplemented by the subsequent sections—
you will see that if the tenant has that stability of character,
that permanency of purpose, that approved integrity that
the local committee finds and which are absolutely neces-
sary for any man to possess to be able fo own a farm and
to conduct a farm successfully, the ultimate cost to the
Government will be negligible, because the money loaned
will be repaid. The bill does open the door of hope to those
who earnestly desire to purchase a home. It is the estab-
lishment of a policy of helpfulness to a class of citizens who
need help and who will make good if given the chance.

It is true that we are providing only $10,000,000 as an
initial expenditure, but may I call attention to the history
of Denmark. In 1899 Denmark launched a modest program
of farm tenancy, but that nation today has a good compre-
hensive program that is fast eliminating farm tenancy. We
should do likewise; we should feel our way and profit by
experience. The President, in his message of February 16,
1937, said:

It will be wise to start the permanent program on a scale com=-
mensurate with our resources and experience, with the purpose
of later expanding the program to a scale commensurate with
the magnitude of the problem as rapidly as our experience and
resources will permit.

Title I of this bill gives to that worthy tenant some ray of
hope that the Government is willing to lend its credit to
him to help him become a farm owner in this Nation. The
fight that is confronting the House today, the fight that is
confronting this Nation—and that is the reason why I am
in favor of title I—is to prevent the further regimentation
of agriculture. [Applause.]

There are those, of course, who believe, and who are con-
scientious in the belief, that the Government should in the
first instance purchase the land, that the Government
should exercise some kind of surveillance or some kind of
supervision over these tenants, that the Government should
place them on probation. I am opposed to such a program.
The citizen should be permitted as mucn freedom as pos-
sible. The loan should be given him as a free man and not
as an indentured workman. Give him a chance to make
good. Let him exercise his own individuality and inde-
pendence of thought and he will become not only a better
citizen but he will meet his obligation and become in fact
& home owner. The county committee provided for in the
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bill will know which man is entitled from the standpoint of
character, integrity, abilify, and permanency of purpose
and desire to be aided. In this way the program can be
successfully carried out.

I do not want to see title I amended. Just as far as I
can I want to take out of our agricultural program super-
vision by the bureaucrats of Washington. I am perfectly
willing to admit that there has been an increase in farm
tenancy in recent years but this increase is not directly
caused by inability or the lack of desire on the part of the
men to own land, it has been brought about because of de-
pressing times and financial conditions, but pass this bill,
establish the principle and continue the legislation giving
to the producers of agricultural products a reasonable eco-
nomic protection under the law, and farm tenancy will de-
crease as the years go by.

The President further said in his message of February 16,
1937:

The attack on the problem of farm tenancy and farm security is
a logical continuation of the agricultural program this adminis-
tration has been developing since March 4, 1933. Necessarily,
whatever program the Congress devises will have to be closely
Integrated with existing activities for maintaining farm income
and for conserving and improving our agricultural resources.

The landowners have benefited greatly by the agricul-
tural program which the Congress under the leadership of
our great President has heretofore enacted, but the benefits
received by the tenants have not at all times been com-
mensurate with their real interest or in accord with equi-
table principles. The launching of this program by our Gov-
ernment, if it can be kept free from speculation in land
values and domination by book farmers and theorists resid-
ing in Washington and living in musty libraries, will be
and does constitute the dawning of a new day for that great
class of citizens who have within them the desire to create
and own a home.

I realize that this bill differs from the Senate bill, but
there is danger in the Senate bill. It will tend to place the
man who desires to avail himself of the benefits of the bill
under the domination and control of a class of people that
have done enough injury to agriculture already. I know
many farm tenants in my own district who are more ca-
pable of operating a farm successfully than are the bureau-
crats. I should like for those tenants to have an opportu-
nity to obtain a loan and to buy a farm and I do not want
them to be humiliated by the dictatorial requirements that
might be made under & bill such as the Senate bill or under
amendments that will be proposed to this bill. The real
friend of agriculture and of the farm tenants in this coun-
try will vote against any effort or proposed amendment that
materially changes title I of the bill. [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr, Fisal.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, this legislation apparently is a
compromise that will do very little good for the farmers
except in a few sections of the South. It only carries an
authorization for $10,000,000. If we were actually going
to do something for the tenant farmers throughout the
country it would require anywhere from one billion to fif-
teen billion dollars. If we were to solve the farm-tenancy
problem, it would cost many billions of dollars.

I do not propose to oppose this bill because in principle
I think it is correct and it probably makes a small start
along the avenue of trial and error and there may be some-
thing to it. I want to point out, however, that here we are
with this sort of half-baked compromise bill affecting a
major problem which has to do with the welfare of two
million tenant farmers of America. It seems to me this is
a very valid reason why the Members of the Congress should
begin to make up their minds that we are approaching the
time for the adjournment of the Congress.

If we are to proceed with this kind of legislation, com-
promise, and half-baked measures, carrying out partially
just a few of the promises that were made, we should quit
now. It seems to me this applies to all legislation that will
come before this Congress in the closing days of the session,
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whether it is the reorganization bill, the hours-and-wages
bill, the compromise Court bill, or other great issues. For
one, I believe it is to the interest of the country—in this case
the farmers, who want something more than one-tenth of a
loaf—and it is of interest to those favoring the enactment
of constructive legislation and the Members themselves that
we adjourn before we are swamped with partial, inadequate,
and badly considered legislation.

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. McFARLANE. If the gentleman were writing the
farm-tenancy legislation, will he point out in his remarks
just what changes he would make in this bill?

Mr. FISH. I only have 5 minutes, which is not sufficient
even to make observations.

Mr. McFARLANE. Anyone can criticize, but it takes
brains to make a better article.

Mr. FISH. I want to know from the gentleman whether
this bill covers the tenant farmers up in my district in
Dutchess County, N. ¥. I have a very distinguished absentee
landlord who owns a farm at Hyde Park, N. Y., and I should
like to know what my farmer constituents in Dutchess
County will get out of this bill, because I know what you are
going to get out of it in the Southern States. This bill is
for the southern tenant farmers. I want to know whether
it is going to take care of the tenant farmers in my district,
particularly at Hyde Park.

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. No. I am not going to take up the remaining
minutes of my {ime on that, although I could do it and do
it pretty well, if I cared to discuss the farm operations of a
certain estate in Hyde Park, N. Y., which is being run at a
loss according to the tax returns.

Mr. MCFARLANE. The gentleman asked a question. Let
me answer it.

Mr. FISH. I want to know, under the provisions of this
bill, whether we are going to be taken care of up North and
whether the tenant farmers of Dutchess County will receive
an equal treatment with those of Arkansas and Texas.

Mr. McFARLANE. This bill applies to all sections of the
country alike, even to the farm of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
mother, to which the gentleman referred in his remarks a few
days ago.

Mr, FISH. I also want to know what an absentee landlord
is? I want to know whether a man is an ahsentee landlord
if he is away from his farm for 6 months. I see no definition
of an absentee owner or absentee landlord in this bill. How
can you apply it? The purpose of this bill is to take care of
tenant farmers, but I do not see how you can apply any rule
unless you define an absentee landlord or absentee owner.

Mr. MCFARLANE. Will the gentleman let me answer that
question?

Mr. FISH. The gentleman could not answer it.

Mr. McFARLANE. I think perhaps we better keep the
gentleman down here.

Mr. FISH. I might help you on the bill if I was assured
that my tenant farmers would also be benefited.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Members have
just returned from a revival meeting at Jefferson Island,
where they have got religion.

Mr. MILLS. Salvation, the gentleman means.

Mr. FISH. I want to know when the President will per-
mit us to adjourn this Congress and whether we will have to
continue to vote on half-baked legislation of this kind, that
actually carries out no promises to anybody, before we will
be allowed to adjourn.

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. Or whether we are going to stay here until
Labor Day to vote for more compromise and half-baked leg-
islation. Why not adjourn within the next 30 days and put
the committees to work next December on reorganization,
hours and labor, housing, and other important bills, so that
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we will have real legislation before us when we meet next
January? If this bill is typical of what is coming from now
until adjournment, I suggest we adjourn within the next
30 days, or by July 31.

Mr. WALTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. The gentleman asked the question as to
when we were going to adjourn.

Mr. FISH. That is right.

Mr. WALTER. We will adjourn just as soon as the leg-
jslative program that the gentleman is trying so hard to
obstruct is enacted into law.

Mr. FISH. Evidently the gentleman is for the Court bill.
May I say to the gentleman I should like to have a vote in
this House on the Court bill and put some of you Members,
like the gentleman who has just spoken, on record as to
whether you want to commit political suicide or not. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. McFARLANE, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. McFARLANE. What is the gentleman hollering
about? He is going to have plenty of opportunity to be put
on record.

Mr. FISH. This bill is a sham.

Mr. McFARLANE. In what particular is it a sham?

Mr. FISH. It provides $10,000,000 to solve a problem
that would require at least $10,000,000,000 to adequately solve.

Mr. McFARLANE. Point out wherein the bill is a sham.

Mr. FISH. I am going to vote for this sham bill

. [Laughter and applause.] I am going to vote for this sham
bill because there is no other bill before the House and be-
cause of the assurances given by the gentleman from Texas
that it will enable the tenant farmers of Dutchess County
and Hyde Park to buy the farms they now remt. [Ap-

| plause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to

_the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies]; and may I ask the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MarTiN] to yield the
gentleman from Texas 5 minutes?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman from Texas 5 minutes.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, after I had asked for this time
I found that my colleague the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
Maron] had given thorough and exhaustive study to this
question; so, with the permission of the House, I am going to
yield the balance of my time to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. MasON].

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I do not claim to
be an expert on the question of farm tenancy, but I have
given some study to it, and I thank my distinguished col-
league the gentleman from Texas for yielding to me at this
moment.

The Committee on Agriculture, which has no superior in
the House, is to be congratulated for bringing in a farm-
tenancy bill. I have the highest regard for the committee,
and my admiration for the chairman of the committee, the
distinguished gentleman from my home State [Mr. Jones],
knows no bounds.

It is difficult to prepare a satisfactory bill on the subject.
The members of the committee will not claim that this is a
perfect bill, and I agree with them. There is nothing which
I favor more strongly than an adequate farm-tenancy bill,
and my object in opposing certain features of this bill is to
try to improve the plan proposed and make it available to
more tenants. In the first place, this bill provides for no
limit on the loans which shall be made to any one farmer.
The sky is the limit. Under the H. O. L. C. there is a
limit; under the system of emergency crop loans there is a
limit; and under the Federal land bank commissioner
loans there is a limit. This practice, in my judgment, is
sound government and financial policy. Therefore, I pro-
pose that we amend this bill, and I have drawn up an
amendment which provides that no loan to any one appli-
cant under this bill shall be in excess of $6,000.
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In the next place, this bill provides that a loan to a tenant
or other accepted applicants shall be made to the extent of
100 percent of the value of the land fo be purchased. This,
I think, is a mistake in beginning this program, as we wish
to start out very cautiously in order to insure the success of
the program. If we start this program upon an unsound
basis, we will do the tenant farmers of this country irrep-
arable injury. If the program under this bill should col-
lapse, we would place a stumbling block in the way of farm-
ownership legislation and retard progress along this line for
years. I think in this bill we ought {o provide that the bor-
rower, in order to take advantage of the aid offered in the
bill, must put up at least 5 percent of the purchase price of
the farm he buys, which would be $250 on a $5,000 farm.
In other words, we would not lend more than 95 percent of
the value of the farm. This would not be too restrictive for
the tenant and would be better policy for the Government.
I believe the tenant would be better satisfied with an initial
equity in the farm purchased. It would give him a pride of
ownership in his own right. Otherwise, he might feel that
he was on a semirelief basis and a client of the Government.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. If the gentleman will pardon me
for just a minute, I shall yield later,

The most serious objection I have to the bill in the form in
which it is drawn, and it can be corrected by amendment, is
that it turns over this great proposed farm-credit program
to the Department of Agriculture. I do not mean to imply
any lack of admiration for the Department of Agriculture,
I mean that the Department of Agriculture is not the proper
agency to administer the act. I point out that under the
able leadership of the Committee on Agriculture and its
chairman, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones], the Farm
Credit Administration was set up in 1933, and has lent more
than $4,360,000,000 on a sound, businesslike basis. Prior to
1933 we had no credit structure which was adapted to the
farmer. Ordinary bank credits had not operated so well for
the average farmer and the coming of the Farm Credit Ad-
ministration with its various divisions was a great thing for
agriculture. We must realize that we are not able to give
farms to tenants. Moreover, the tenant farmer does not
want to be given a farm. He wants an opportunity to buy
one under such circumstances that he can eventually pay for
it. So we must understand at the outset that the tenants are
going to buy the farms and are going to pay for them,
because we cannot appropriate $12,000,000,000 and give it to
the farmers of the Nation to buy farms. This is the amount
that would be required to purchase an average-priced farm
for the 2,865,000 tenant farmers of the Nation.

Therefore the key to this bill, if it is to be successful, is a
good credit structure. The Farm Credit Administration,
through the Federal land banks and the Land Bank Com-
missioner, has already lent on real estate in this country
more than $3,000,000,000, and more than $2,800,000,000 is
now outstanding. Of the Federal land-bank loans 87 per-
cent are now in good standing. I can see no reason under
heaven for turning over the administration of this farm-
credit bill—and that is all the measure is, a farm-credit
bill for tenants—to the inexperienced hands of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, insofar a&s credit on real estate is
concerned, and turning our backs upon the Farm Credit
Administration, which in the first 3 months of 1937 lent
$5,000,000 to 1,000 tenants who were able to pay at least 25
percent of the value of their farms as an initial payment.
If we keep this up the Farm Credit Administration, through
the Federal land banks during this year, will lend $20,000,000
to 4,000 tenants for the purpose of assisting them in pur-
chasing farm homes. You will understand that under the
present laws and rules and regulations as to the Federal land
banks and Land Bank Commissioner an approved applicant is
permitted to borrow 75 percent of the value of a farm.

What we need is to supplement, strengthen, and liberalize
the loan program now existing with regard to the Farm
Credit Administration so that a man who must now put up
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25 percent in order to get the benefit of credit on a farm
purchase can put up a lesser percentage. This would apply
only to applicants covered in this farm tenancy bill. I sug-
gest 5 percent, and I have drawn an amendment to this
effect.

I hope the House will agree with me in the opinion that
this bill ought to be administered by the Farm Credit Ad-
ministration, which has been in the farm-saving business,
in the business of saving tenant farmers and landowners,
for lo, these many years. No Member of the House can esti-
mate how many hundreds of farmers have had their homes
saved during the last 4 years by the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration through the Federal land banks, Land Bank Com-
missioner, emergency crop loans, drought loans, production-
credit loans, all of which operate under the Farm Credit
Administration. Without the Farm Credit Administration
during the last 4 years farm ownership in many sections
would have reached the vanishing point. Three million
American farmers during the last 4 years have been financed
by this organization, which we are about to forsake in this
bill for the Department of Agriculture. The Department is
skilled in its field, but it is not skilled in the field of lending
money on real estate and farm land. This work is outside
the field of the Department of Agriculture. The Depart-
ment has paid out in A. A. A, benefits nearly $2,000,000,000,
but giving away money when it is appropriated is a different
problem from lending money on a sound business basis
thereby promoting home ownership and protecting the tax-
payers of this Nation. [Applause.]

Further, if the administration of this bill is turned over

to the Farm Credit Administration, it can start to work |

tomorrow in all of the 3,059 agricultural counties of the
Nation. There will be no delay and there will be no tre-
mendous overhead and great expense in setting up a new
organization. There is today a National Farm Loan Asso-
ciation functioning in every agricultural county in the
United States. These associations have a secrefary-treas-
urer and at least five directors. These men are elected by
the membership of the local farm-loan associations. The
democracy of this policy cannot be questioned. But in the
bill before the House the local committees in the various
counties are to be appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture
in Washington. Wherever possible, I believe in preserving
the democratic principle of local responsibility of gov-
ernment.

These officers of the national farm-loan associations
know how to appraise lands. They are familiar with local
conditions and they know something about farm credit;
they know how to cooperate with the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration and the trained appraisers of the 12 Federal land
bank regions. They have made their mistakes and have
learned by trial and error. They are doing a grand job
within the limitations now surrounding them. If we give
them a little more rope, so they can select other borrowers
who cannot comply with present regulations, as provided
for in the amendment which I propose to offer, then many
other deserving farmers can utilize Government credit in
buying a home. Then we shall have really written into law
a bill for which we shall not have to apologize when we
go back home and confront the farmers of our districts.

Perhaps in the administration of this program we must
in the beginning limit these loans to tenants who are best
able financially to avail therhselves of the opportunities
offered by this act. As our experience increases and the
farm-ownership program improves we can make the bene-
fits of the act available to tenants who are less able finan-
cially. Eventually by this program we hope almost to ob-
literate farm tenancy in America. There are now many
thousands of tenant farmers who, with a little assistance
and encouragement, could take advantage of such a pro-
gram and start on the happy, even though arduous, road to
home ownership.

The Farm Credit Administration gets its money for
financing Land Bank Commissioner loans through the Fed-
tral Farm Mortgage Corporation. In an amendment which
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I propose to offer I provide that we merely authorize the
Farm Credit Administration through the Federal Farm
Mortgage Corporation to issue bonds to the extent to some
$50,000,000 for the first year and a greater sum in following
years in order to finance the purpose of this bill. No direct
appropriation is necessary. These bonds are guaranteed by
the United States Government. By this method we will
avoid an appropriation and increase from $10,000,000 to
$50,000,000 the amount of money available to promote a
farm-ownership program. This is the way we have financed
land banks. Why should we not finance this program in,
the same manner, through the same successful channels as
are now being employed by the Farm Credit Administra-
tion? Therefore, it seems to me we ought to amend the
first title of the bill and say simply that we will turn ov
the administration of this bill to the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration, rather than to the Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
for a suggestion?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I am a member of the Committee on
Agriculture. :

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I know the gentleman is a mem-
ber, and a very distinguished member, of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I have been a member of the commit-
tee for a good many years, and I may state that if the gen-
tleman will talk to Dr. Myers, of the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration, for 10 or 15 minutes, the gentleman may possibly
find out why the administration of this bill has not been
turned over to him.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I know about the attitude of Dr.
Mpyers, Governor of the Farm Credit Administration, a dis-
tinguished member of this Administration. The fact that
he opposes undertaking the administration of this measure
is no reason why the great Congress of the United States
should not place the responsibility where the responsibility
belongs, because often the gentleman and I have to shoul-
der responsibilities that are not always pleasant. [Ap-
plause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MAHON of Texas. With the unanimous consent of
the House I here insert in the Recorp the amendments
which I expect to offer when this bill, H. R. 7562, is read
for amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1

On 1, lines 7 and 8, strike :

o et et S e o ring T Sty
in lieu thereof the following: “The Farm Credit Administration.™
AMENDMENT NO. 2

On 2, section 1, line 7, ~
mmmm out all o}' the remainder? e gemwﬁm“um mandimtho
the following: “No person shall receive & loan in excess of $6,000,
nor shall he receive a loan in excess of 95 percent of the normal
and reasonable value of the farm acquired by him under this title.
m?armCreditAﬁ.mmjmtimshangtmprermcetnmung
loans under this title to worthy and thrifty persons who appear
to be good credlt risks and who are married, or who have depend-
ent families or who are owners of livestock and farming equip-
ment necessary to successfully carry on f operations. No
person shall receive a loan for the purchase of a farm under this
Crg s, i a0 epihons ot s Feserl T e 2o
Land Bank Commissioner.” % TR PeCE SO

I expect to rephrase and to divide into several amendments
the provisions of amendment no. 2 rather than offer it as here

written
AMENDMENT NO. 3

On page 5, beginning with line 18, strike out all of section
and insert in lieu thereof the following: “To carry out the pro-
visions of this title the Farm Credit Administration through the
Federal Farm Mo Corporation is authorized to issue bonds
under the rules and regulations as now prescribed in the Federal
Farm M Corporation Act of January 31, 1934, as amended,
not to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938,
and not to exceed $100,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending
June 30, 1939, and June 30, 1940.”

AMENDMENT NO. 4

In section 42, page 13, line 42, strike out all of paragraph (a)
and insert In lieu thereof the following: “The directors and the
secretary-treasurer of National Farm Loan Assoclation (who
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are hereinafter called the commitiee) in each county in which
activities are carried on under title 1 shall act in the several
counties as the representative of the Farm Credit Administration
in making loans under title 1.”

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman from North Dakota
[Mr. LEMKE].

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Speaker, I am surprised to hear so
much fuss about nothing. If ever a mountain labored and
produced a mouse, this bill is it. We have heard a lot of lip
service that we are going to make farm tenants farm own-
ers. In the light of that lip service, this bill is a joke and a
camouflage.

According to the statements of the gentlemen who pre-
ceded me and according to statistics, there are some 16,000,-
000 people who live on farms as farm tenants, counting
members of their families. The fotal amount that will be
appropriated under this bill for 3 years is $85,000,000, or
just $5.31 for each of the 16,000,000 persons who live on
farms as tenants.

There seems to be some difference as to whether the De-
partment of Agriculture or the Farm Credit Administration
should administer this law. I do not think it makes much
difference to the tenants which Department administers it.
There is this advantage in the Farm Credit Administra-
tion. The Farm Credit Administration, unless it changes
its present course, would make about 20 tenants by mort-
gage foreclosures for every tenant that it would turn into
a farm owner.

If we are sincere, and if this Congress is not to be accused
of insincerity, why do we not go up to the Speaker’s desk
and sign petition no. 3 fo bring up the Frazier-Lemke refi-
nance bill? This bill will take care of any tenant who has
operated a farm for 2 years by making him a loan up to
$10,000, and, in addition, it will take care of the farmers
who still own their farms, all at 11 percent interest and
‘1% percent principal on the amortization plan. It will take
care of the farmers and the tenants of this Nation, not by
issuing more tax-exempt interest-bearing bonds but by
‘issuing a little more currency, which we ought to do in place
of going further into the red.

Now, let us see the necessity of protecting the farmers
who still own their farms as well as making tenants farm
owners. In the first place, I am going to vote for this bill,
because it is a toehold, in spite of the fact that it is camou-
flage and make-believe legislation. It will at least put the
farm tenant in a position where he can ask for more help
and keep on reminding this Administration, “You promised
to make me a home owner, but you have not yet done so.
Please do so now.” I am sure future Congresses will have
sufficient intelligence and will know enough to realize that
the home is the foundation of this Nation and that they
will ultimately pass intelligent legislation to save these
homes.

Under this bill you have this situation. The Farm.Credit
Administration has taken 30,000 homes away from the
farmers in a little more than 2 years by foreclosures. It has
made 30,000 tenants, and under the provisions of this bill
you cannof again make farm owners out of more than
8,000 in 3 years of these 30,000. Remember that the Farm
Credit Administration is just one of the agencies which has
made tenants. Hundreds and thousands of tenants are
made each year by others foreclosing mortgages.

Again, the Farm Credit Administration, prior to the time
that we guaranteed the interest on the $2,000,000,000 bonds
with which it bailed out insurance companies and other
mortgagees, handled about 11 percent of the farm mort-
gages. When we gave them that $2,000,000,000 with which
to bail out the insurance companies, it did such a good job
saving the insurance companies that now the Farm Credit
Administration has 26.4 percent of the farm mortgages of
this Nation.

Now that the insurance companies have been taken care
of, the Federal land banks refuse to make loans to any
farmer who rezlly needs help. The only farmer who can get
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a loan through the Farm Credit Administration is the farmer
who does not need it to save his farm, who can get it else-
where. It is true, if he can get it from the Farm Credit
Administration, he will get it for less interest. In my own
State the Farm Credit Administration has withdrawn, and I
believe they have withdrawn from other States. In place of
eulogizing the Farm Credit Administration, let us get the
facts straight. We should know the truth, even though the
truth is not just what some would like to have.

. Now, let us take a look at the home owners in the cities
and towns. Nobody has talked about them. Again, petition
no. 4 at the Speaker’s desk will save their homes. The Home
Owners’ Loan Corporation to date has foreclosed on 99,937
homes. Get these figures and then get busy and do some-
thing for these home owners.

Let us save the homes of America. I may say that when
we voted for the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation and for
the $2,000,000,000 appropriation I knew and every Member of
Congress knew that we would lose a lot of money. A home
is a nonproductive place, and if the poor man did not have
a job af the time he made the loan and has not had a job
since, how can you expect him to pay?

Yet I feel the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation and the
$2,000,000,000 was the best investment this Government has
ever made. We need more home owners and then there will
not be so many sit-down strikes. A person who has a home
to protect will not want to destroy anything, and a person
who has lost his home is ready to do & little destroying if
necessary. Yet in spite of this fact we have foreclosed on
99,937 homes under the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation.
Is this all that we are going to do for the home owners?

The number of farms changing ownership per thousand
of all farms, by delinquent taxes, is 5.9; foreclosures and
bankruptcy sales, 20.3, making a total of 26.2. The total
number »f farms in the United States, 6,812,350. Average
size of the farms, 154 acres. Average value per farm, $4,823.

Applying the ratio of 262 per thousand farms lost
through indebtedness in the year 1936 to 6,812,350 farms,
we find the total number of farms lost through indebted-
ness in 1936 amounts to 178,483, involving approximately
26,486,382 acres and having a value of approximately $860,-
645,026, or about one-ninth of the total encumbered farms
were lost through mortgage foreclosure and tax sales in 1936.
This number is so staggering that we feel it should shock the
conscience of every real American.

A few ezxamples of morigage foreclosures during the years 1935

and 1936 :

Oregon (estimated) 4, 000
Delaware 626
Iowa:

Sept. 1, 1936, to Mar, 1, 1937, farm foreclosures... ... 1,032

Jan. 1, 1932, to Sept. 1, 1936, farm foreclosures....._.. 14,487
Maryland (estimated) 3, 400
Indiana. 9, 484
Wyoming 714
‘Wisconsin:

Farm foreclosures up to May 18, 1937 oo 10, 569

City and town foreclosures up to May 18, 1937.______ 10, 527
Arizona:

Maricopa County 751

Estimate for entire State 2, 500
New Jersey:

Mortgage foreclosures Sl 26,378

Tax {foreclosures 4, 895
Vermont__ 679
New Hampshire. AL 153
Minnesota_ 8,349

In Chicago the Home Owners' Loan Corporation has foreclosed,
up to last March, on 5,350 homes,

The time has arrived that this Congress must assume the
responsibility of doing something real for agriculture. No
amount of lip service, camoufilage, and deception will fool
the farmer forever, We have reached the point where we
import practically 20 percent of our agricultural products
and substitutes. The time has come when we must en-
courage agriculture and not discourage it, that we expand it
and not restrict it. We must again make the former
farmers, now tfenants because of mortgage foreclosures,
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home owners, otherwise our agricultural market will go to
foreign nations.

The following agricultural commodities and substitutes
were imported during the month of April 1937:

Animal and animal products (edible) - oo ———_ $10, 137,280
Animal and animal products (inedible) e eeeeee.. 23,975,142
Vegetables, food products, and beverages._........ 80,813,390

Vegetable products (inedible) 39, 487, 825
Textiles, fibers, and manufactures__________________ 47, 846, 004
Among others these imports consist of:
Cattle. head._. 56, 015
Bheep and goats do. 3,186
Live hogs____ pounds__ 556, 931
Meat products do. 18, 702, 960
Pork do. 1,578, 187
Canned beef do. 10, 445, 667
Hams, shoulders, and bacon do. 3,228, 638
Pickled pork do. 427, 052
Animal oils and fats do__.__ 3,692,785
Dairy products $1, 480, 252
Butter pounds.. 1,130, 167
Cheese do. 5,364, 841
Fish do. 30, 642, 691

Yet our friends from Massachusetts have asked and re-
ceived help from the Government to dispose of their fish.
Hides and skins. pounds_. 33, 627, 511
Barley. bushels__ 1,990, 676
Corn do. 6,210, 612

Also large quantities of rice and wheat.

The best way to accomplish this is for Members of Con-
gress to go to the Speaker’s desk and sign petitions nos. 2,
3, and 4. These petitions will bring up legislation that will
protect the homes of the farmers and people in cities and
towns and will give to the farmers the cost of production.
May I ask the Members of Congress to sign these petitions
now, because ultimately Congress will have to meet this
situation intelligently.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I yield the remainder
of my time to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Parman].

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am supporting this bill be-
cause it establishes a policy. This country is about 150 years
old and this is the first time in the history of the country
that an effort has been made by the National Congress to
establish g policy for the benefit of the fenant farmers, and
I am very pleased to support the legislation,

NOT CURE-ALL

I do nof claim that this bill is a cure-all, it merely ap-
proaches the problem from one angle. To my mind it can
be approached in a more substantial and effective way from
a different angle. This bill merely gives the tenant farmer
who receives such a loan an opportunity to get a start. In
order for this new home owner, the former tenant, to be suc-
cessful, he must receive a fair price for what he produces.

FRICE MAIN THING

There are several factors which must be considered in con-
nection with the farm problem. The real cause of farm
tenancy is the extremely low prices which farmers have been
forced to accept. They have been forced fo sell at the world’s
price in competition with the cheapest labor in the world,
and have been forced to buy in the protected market and pay
a high price. It is my belief that the time has come when
it is the Government’s duty to force higher prices for farm
products. Farmers should receive at least 20 cents a pound
for cotton and a dollar a bushel for corn, with other prices in
proportion. If they were fo receive such prices, I doubt that
it would be necessary for the Government to assist them in
purchasing homes, as they would doubtless be able to borrow
money locally at a reasonable rate of interest and purchase
a home of their own choice without the necessity of troubling
the Government in any way. With a good price, the farmers
do not need much help; without a good price it is doubtful
that they can pay for any kind of a home on any kind of
terms which may be furnished by the Government. No class
in America works as hard and gets as little for it as the
farmers.

PROBLEM ALSQO AFPROACHED FEOM ANOTHER ANGLE

While we are endeavoring to assist the tenant farmer in
owning a home, we are not stopping there; other legislation
has been enacted and new legislation is being proposed, hav-
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ing for its purpose better prices for the farmers, so the
problem is really being approached from both angles, the
angle of easier money for home ownership, easier from the
standpoint of long-term money with low interest rates to
make home ownership possible, and from the standpoint of
better prices, which will enable the new home owners to pay
for their homes and enjoy economic security.
IF FARMERS ARE PROSPEROUS, COUNTRY IS PROSPEROUS

Ever since I have been in Congress I have insisted that
we must give the farmers a fair price or the problem could
not be solved. Price is the main thing. There are 36,000,000
people in this Nation who are dependent upon farming for
a living. This number includes the farm owners, tenants,
sharecroppers, their wives and children, and the hired hands
and their wives and children. If these 36,000,000 people re-
ceive a fair price, they have money to buy what other
people produce in other sections of the country as well as
their own. They can buy what other classes and groups
have manufactured and are desirous of selling. The farmers
represent enough of the American market to cause this
country to be prosperous if they are prosperous, and to
cause it to suffer if they suffer. In every speech that I have
made in this Nation—t{o business groups and members of
different organizations—I have brought out the point that
other classes and groups must realize that the farmers must
be made prosperous before they themselves can be assured
of remaining prosperous. This was done to cultivate senti-
ment in favor of the farmer. Other classes and groups are
dependent upon the farmers and they must be made to
realize it.

FARMERS NOT SUFFICIENTLY HELPED

Although much has been done during the past 4 years
in the direction of helping the farmer by a better price,
and in other ways, we have not done enough. The kind of
help the farmer needs the most is protection from greedy
interests, equality of opportunity, and a fair price, all of
which are in the public interest. After the hand of greed
and special privilege is taken from the farmer’s throat he
will have an opportunity to better work and earn a living
for himself and family. Then, with a fair price, the farmers
will be helped and the Nation will be helped. It is one of
the first duties of government to protect the weak against
the strong. If other classes, interests, and groups were not
assisted and there were no monopolies or trusts, there would
be little or no demand for farm relief.

TWENTY-FOUR TO FORTY PERCENT INTEREST

When I was a tenant farmer it was the custom in the
community where I lived for farmers to pay 10 percent in-
terest for a whole year, although they used the money bor-
rowed for a short time. Those who extended the loans did
not become rich making them, as such loans were very
risky, and losses tremendous. Misfortunes overtook many,
and they could not pay. Nevertheless, farmers contracted
to pay in many instances from 24 to 40 percent interest.
The 2 years that I was a tenant farmer I paid 24 percent
interest myself. Since I have been a Member of Congress it
has been my pleasure to assist in the formation of govern-
mental agencies that have forced down the rate of interest.
Feed and seed loans are an example. The farmer, through
this organization, pays about $2 for the use of $100 during
the crop season instead of $10 as under the old system. The
production credit associations have assisted materially in
reducing interest rates. The Federal land banks, assisted
by the Farm Credit Administration which was created by this
administration, during the past few years have permitted the
farmer borrowers to enjoy the lowest rate of interest that the
farmers of any nation in the world have ever enjoyed in the
history of the world; interest rates must continue low. All
these things are great accomplishments, but, after all, the
farmer can pay a good rate of interest if he gets a fair price,
and he cannot pay even a low rate of interest if he does not
get a good price, so price is more important to the farmer
than anything else.

ELECTRIFYING THE FARM

Rural electrification is being encouraged by this adminis-

tration. The program has expanded rapidly in certain areas
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where low-priced electricity is available. Over a long period
the farmers are going to be helped tremendously in this
way. Electricity is one of the greatest blessings of man-
kind; low-priced electricity will remove much of the drudg-
ery from the farm and will especially take many of the
back-breaking duties from the housewife. The Denison
Dam will, in all probability, be constructed on Red River
near Denison, Tex. When it is completed, low-priced elec-
tricity will be available to all the farmers in the district
that I have the honor to represent. This is interesting in-
formation and looks good for the future, but at the present
time our farmers need a good price—not an unreasonable
price—they are not asking for that; just enough to allow
them to make a decent living, educate their children, pro-
vide comforts and conveniences for themselves and their
families, and fair assurance of an opportunity to enjoy
economic security in the future.
LOANS NOT AS IMPORTANT AS PRICE

Cotton is the principal money crop in the district I repre-
sent. When the farmer picks his cotton, he carries it to a
gin to have the lint separated from the seed, and to have the
cotton baled in order that he may sell it. The cotton gin
usually charges a fair price for ginning and baling the cot-
ton. If all the cotton gins were in distress and needed help,
we could not cure their problem by extending loans over
long terms at a low rate of interest. It would be necessary
to give them a better price for ginning in order to entirely
solve their problem; the loan would be helpful, but without
a sufficient price for ginning they could not pay the loan or
the interest. With a good price they probably would not
need the loan and could pay a better rate of interest. The
farmers are in the same situation; although the loans at a
low rate will be helpful they will not solve their problem.
The ginners with few exceptions receive a fair price and for
that reason there is no demand from them for help, and if
there were such a demand I am sure that it would be a de-
mand for better prices for ginning instead of loans at low
rates of interest.
RAILROADS RECEIVE HIGH RATES FOR TRANSPORTING FARMERS’ PRODUCTS

When the farmer sells his cotfon, the cost of transporting
it to the markets of the world is taken into consideration in
the price that the farmer receives. In other words, the
transportation companies, including railroads, steamships,
barges, and trucks must have a fair price for transporting
the cotton. When the railroads need help, when they are
not making a fair return, it is not loans providing a low
rate of interest that they clamor for but it is higher freight
rates. If the railroads receive freight rates sufficiently high,
they can obtain their own loans, and are able to pay the in-
terest rate required, but if they do not receive a fair rate it
will be difficult for them to pay back any kind of a loan
providing no interest rate at all.

OTHERS HANDLING FARMERS' PRODUCTS RECEIVE FAIR PRICE

Many farmers produce perishables for the market. They
are compelled to pay not only a fair refurn to the telegraph
and telephone companies, whose facilities they must use in
order to find a market at the best price for their products,
but they must also pay a fair return to the railroad company
for transporting such products. The Government, through
its different agencies, and through the Federal courts of this
country compels the people to pay a fair price for services
to telephone, telegraph, and railroad companies. Any elec-
tric light company, water company, telephone company, or
gas company can go into any Federal court in this Nation
and obtain an order that will force the people to pay a
fair price for their services to guarantee them a fair return.

FARMERS FROVIDE FROFIT TO OTHERS

Since the Government has been so kind to such corpora-
tions, it occurs to me that it is time for our Government to
make sure that the original producers of our Nation receive
a fair price. They should not be compelled to destroy them-
selves by hard labor and receive nothing for it in order
merely to provide business and profit for those who handle
what they produce.
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WAGE EARNERS' PROBLEM NOT SOLVED BY LOANS

The one who works and produces on the farm, on the
ranch, in the orchard, or in the dairy makes a real contri-
bution toward the success and prosperity of our entire Na-
tion. The raw materials usually must be processed or man-
ufactured in some way and, in practically all cases, must be
transported and distributed.

There are about 40,000,000 people, including families, de-
pendent upon wage earning for a livelihood. Much has
been done in the direction of giving these wage earners a
fair wage. It is right that they should receive a fair wage.
By receiving fair wages they have purchasing power which
they can use to pay the farmers, original producers, and
other classes and groups fair prices. At the same time our
Government has done so much in the direction of forcing
higher wages, I am not convinced that the same efforts have
been put forth to give the farmers and other producers a
fair price. When wage earners need help, it is not long-
term loans providing for a low rate of interest that they
want; it is better wages. With good wages they can usually
obtain their own loans locally and pay the rate of interest
required. With insufficient wages it would be difficult for
them to pay any kind of a loan providing for any kind of
interest or no interest. The way to help the wage earners
is to give them fair and sufficient wages. The best way to
help the farmers, including tenants, is to give them fair
prices. Practically all other problems will disappear with
fair prices and fair wages.

FIXED PRICES FOR OTHERS, BUT NOT FOR FARMERS

Distributors of finished products receive, with exceptions
of course, a fair price for distributing the products to the
ultimate consumer. The consumer is required to pay the
set and fixed prices exacted by the railroad, telegraph, tele-
phone, electric, gas, and water companies which enter into
the price of the finished article, and to pay distribution
costs which in many cases are fixed and in other cases com-
petitive, and such price as the original producer is per-
mitted to receive. If the retailers and other distributors in
our country were complaining because they were not making
enough money and were demanding relief from the Gov-
ernment, they would not want long-time loans with low
rates of interest without also receiving assistance in the
form of better returns for their services. While long-term
loans with low interest rates are always desirable, fair prices
and fair wages are more desirable.

SELLS IN WORLD MARKET, BUYS IN PROTECTED MARKET

In addition to all these fixed and set charges, the farmer
sells his produce in competition with the produce grown
in other countries with cheap coolie and peon labor in the
markets of the world at the world price. When the farmer
buys finished products, he pays an increased price by reason
of the tariff. Selling in a world market and buying in a
protected market is very detrimental to farmers’ interest.

FARMERS RECEIVE 5 CENTS AND 10 CENTS AN HOUR

The farmer is the steel manufacturer’s best customer. The
Government has assisted in the formulation of policies that
recently increased wages to workmen in the steel mills. By
reason of this increase in wages steel was increased in price
$6 a ton. The Government also has a tariff on the importa-
tion of steel, which permits the steel companies to profit by
a higher price. In this case the Government has forced a
higher and fixed price on one of the principal commodities
needed by the farmer by causing increased fixed wages and
providing a tariff duty on steel. Therefore the Government
should either assist the farmer in receiving a fair price or
fixed prices and fixed wages for others through the help of
the Government should be abandoned; monopolies, trusts, and
price-fixing eliminated; and the farmer privileged to benefit
through competition caused thereby. If it were possible to
repeal all laws and abandon all policies, which give special
privileges, fixed prices, and special benefits and prevent all
monopolies and trusts, possibly that would be a better ap-
proach to the problem than the Government assisting the
farmers with a higher price, but we know that is not prob-
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able. So, the easiest approach to the problem is to assist
the farmer in obtaining a fair price in order that he may
be placed on a parity with industry.

Workers in certain lines of work are receiving as much as
$20 a day or $2 an hour. Wage earners generally are receiv-
ing from 70 cents to $2 an hour. Contrast this with 10
cents an hour on the farm and I believe that a substantial
number of our farm hired hands and small farmers, if the
work of their wives and children is considered, do not make
5 cents an hour, and with that 5 cents an hour they must
clothe and feed themselves and families. This is a shame.
It is a disgrace. If should be corrected immediately.

FARM HOME OWNERSHIF DESIRAELE

This bill, providing long terms at a low rate of interest, will
be helpful to many worthy and deserving tenant farmers.
For that reason I am supporting it, but it is not a solution of
the farmers’ problems. The increase in farm tenancy is
alarming, and we cannot solve it by loans and interest rates
alone. Ownership makes better citizenship. We must do
everything in our power to afford every American citizen an
opportunity to own a home. To grant him a loan at a low-
interest rate is one way to start, but he cannot remain a
home owner unless he receives a fair price. With home
ownership waste is discouraged and the soil is conserved, and
the Nation is thereby helped. If farmers receive a fair price,
loan agencies all over this Nation will quickly clamor for the
opportunity of extending loans to the farmers for all pur-
poses that they need loans.

PRICE FIXING FOR FARMERS

During more than 8 years that I have served in Con-
gress I have worked unceasingly in behalf of a program that
will permit a farm family which is farming for a livelihood
to receive a sufficient price to permit a fair minimum income,
I believe that the price of cotton should be fixed at least 20
cents a pound, wheat at least $1.50 a bushel, and corn at a
dollar, and other commodities in proportion, to the farmers
who are working on a farm and are dependent upon a farm
for a livelihood, in order to enable them to earn a minimum
of a thousand dollars a year at these prices. If it is right
for the Government to force fair minimum wages for the
workers, it is also right, and equally right, that a fair mini-
mum annual return be allowed a farmer if he actually
produces a sufficient amount at a fair price to earn it.

For instance, if a farmer produced 10 bales of cotton, 500
pounds to a bale, at 20 cents a pound, he would receive a
thousand dollars. Regardless of the price of cotfon, the Gov-
ernment would protect him to that amount. If he only pro-
duced 1 bale, he would receive 20 cents a pound, or $100, and
no more. The same plan could be used for other products.
There would be no protection above that amount, and there
would be no protection to one who was growing cotfton for
speculation or for profit only, and who was not actually en-
gaged in working on the farm, unless he profited as a farm
owner. Under this plan there would be a demand for
tenants, as the landlords would get better rent. Those who
wanted to sell land would have plenty of buyers whose credit
would be good. During this time I have appeared before
congressional committees advocating this proposal. I have
visited officials of our Government on numerous occasions
and discussed this program at length. I have- worked with
national and local farm leaders who had the interest of the
farmer at heart. The only dinner that I know of that was
ever given for the farmers of this country in their name and
for their benefit in the Capitol of the United States I gave
about 2 months ago to the members of the Committee on
Agriculture in the House, agricultural leaders who were in
Washington, and to officials of the Department of Agriculture,
for the sole and only purpose of having an opportunity to dis-
cuss with all of them at the same time the seriousness of the
farm problem, and the absolute necessity of permitting every
farm family to receive a fair price for what is produced up
to a fair annual income, which should certainly not be less
than $1,000. I have insisted upon a family allotment. At these
meetings and conferences much encouragement has been re-
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ceived, and I believe that we are making headway, but our
gains have been slow. Oftentimes it has appeared discourag-
ing. The fight will continue, so far as I am concerned, until
the farmer gets a square deal. I cannot understand the rea-
soning of a person who insists that every corporation and in-
dividual that handles what the farmer produces or has any-
thing to do with what he produces should receive protec-
tion from the Government to the extent of minimum wages,
maximum hours, fair rates of interest, and guaranteed
profits, but who is not in favor of providing for a minimum
annual income for a farm family where that farm family
actually produces a sufficlent amount to justify it if fair
and decent prices are paid.
CONSIDERATION DIFFICULT TO GET

A Member of Congress, in order to be effective in the ad-
vocacy of any proposal that he believes will be helpful, must
spend considerable time and effort building up sentiment in
favor of the proposal before there is a committee hearing
and before it reaches the floor of the House or Senate in
the form of a bill. With 15,000 bills usually pending in Con-
gress, it is a difficult matter to get consideration of any one
proposal.

Last month, in order to get the attention of a large num-
ber of Members of Congress on farm legislation and issues
helpful to the farmer, I sponsored a boat trip on the Potomac
River. The trip lasted all day and on a boat, we were away
from everything that would be calculated to disturb us. At-
tending the meeting on the boat there were more than 100
Members of the House of Representatives and the United
States Senate; all except one of the southern commissioners
of agriculture; officials of the Department of Agriculture;
high officials of the W. P. A.; other such recognized farm
leaders as the Honorable Lawrence Westbrook, of Texas, and
such unselfish citizens who have demonstrated their interest
in the farmer as ex-United States Senator Robert L. Owen,
of Oklahoma, framer of the Federal Reserve Act; the Honor-
able Robert Hemphill, financial writer for magazines and
daily newspapers, and for 25 years credit manager of the
Federal Reserve bank at Atlanta, Ga.; Prof. Irving Fisher,
of Yale University; and another one of the finest characters
I have ever known, Mr. Dale Carnegie, who is the author of
America’s best book seller, How to Win Friends and In-
fluence People. We spent the entire day with short talks
and discussions. In this way the importance of the farmers’
problem and the extreme necessity for it to be solved at an
early date in order to help the entire country was empha-
sized. The money question, as it relates to the farmers’
welfare, was especially discussed. The following resolution,
which is self-explanatory, was later forwarded to me:

Meeting at Wmhingt:on D. C., June 6-8, 1937.
d.tlgg Harry D. Wilson, Commissioner of Agriculture, Baton

“Whereas Congressman -WRIGHT PATMAN, of Texas, has rendered
great and valuable service in giving our people monetary relief
through his patriotic efforts to restore to the Congress their con-
stitutional right to coin and regulate the value of money:

“Be it resolved, That the southern commissioners of agricul-
ture in behalf of the southern farmers and agriculture express our
sincere and deep appreciation for this service rendered by Con-
gressman WRIGHT PATMAN,

“Be it resolved, That the secretary be authorized to
deliver a copy of this resolution to Congressman PATMAN.”

I hereby certify that this is a true copy of the resolution passed
by the Association of Southern Commissioners of Agriculture at

O Hmson Secretary,

In order for the farmer to get the protection he is entitled
to receive, Members of Congress and the people generally
must be sold on the fact that his cause is just and that the
entire Nation will be benefited by helping the farmer,

With public sentiment for the farmers they will be suc-
cessful in their fight, but without public sentiment success
is improbable.

LANDLORDS

The tenants are not the only farmers who are in need of
price protection. There is another class of farmers that
has suffered greatly, and especially during the depression.
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That is the class that owns their land or that holds title to
their land although they owe for it. During the worst
years of the depression, the landlords were required to pay
taxes and pay interest on the debt, make principal pay-
ments, to keep up the fences, the houses, and make other
necessary improvements. The tenants, although they suf-
fered along with the landlords by reason of the low prices,
they were privileged to occupy the houses of the landlords
and use their improvements, and if a crop was made, the
tenant received his share, but if it was not made, the tenant
did not lose anything on the land, buildings, or improve-
ments, and was not compelled to pay interest or taxes.
FARMER'S CREDIT NOT GOOD WITHOUT PRICE ASSURANCE

If the Government will adopt a policy of allowing a
fair price for a sufficient amount of farm products to each
farm family to allow that farm family to earn a thousand
dollars a year at a fair price, which will entitle them to it,
then the landlord will be benefited not only as an owner
but by higher rent, and if the landlord desires to sell a part
of his land, the tenant will be in a position to buy it. If
the tenant knows what he is going to receive if he works
and earns it, his credif, according to his standing in the
community, will become valuable. If the farmer’s credit is
restored, landlords will be wanting tenants, and farm own-
ers will be wanting to sell land to them. As long, however,
as the farmer has no assurance of what he is going to re-
ceive, his credit will not be good, his earning power very
limited as it is now, landlords will prefer machinery to
tenants, and the tenants cannot buy and pay for farm

: WORE AND ENOWLEDGE REQUIRED OF FARMERS

In order for one to operate a farm he must be a hard
worker. He must get up early in the morning and work
until late at night. The hardest kind of manual labor is in-
volved. He must keep up with the weather and have a fair
knowledge of soil, fertilizer, germination of seeds, cultiva-
tion of crops, extermination of the many different kinds of
pests and insects, and proper handling and marketing of the
matured production. This requires considerable knowledge
as well as work. It is my belief that workers in industry,
who receive a dollar an hour and more, are not required
to have the knowledge and information that farmers are
required to possess, and they are not required to do any-
thing like the hard work that farmers are required to do.
A farmer can work hard all the year, and a few minutes’
hail, or a flood, or a few weeks’ drought will destroy all of
his labor. The death of livestock, or illness in his family,
or any one of many other misfortunes may take every-
thing that he makes during the whole year. No class or
group works so hard, must possess so much information and
knowledge, must run so many risks and receive so little
for it, with no assurance of any income whatsoever, as the
farmers of this country. Yet they feed and clothe the
world. Without them the health, happiness, and prosperity
of all the other people in the Nation would be endangered
if not destroyed. Our Government has helped practically
every other class, group, interest, or business, but to that
great class or group to whom we are so greatly indebted
as a Nation and who has been thereby placed at a disadvan-
tage, so little has been done.

TAXES AND INTEREST

Lower taxes will help the farmer; so has lower interest
rates helped the farmer. Bul a fair price will help him
more than anything. If he did not have to pay interest at
all or any taxes at all, if he does not receive a better price
than he has in the past, he would not be earning a liveli-
hood. If all of the farmers in this Nation used the cost-
accounting methods that industry uses, I doubt that a half
dozen farms in America would make a net profit, and all
the farms combined would have a several hundred million
dollar loss each year.

PRESENT ADMINISTRATION HELPED

In connection with what this administration has done to
help the farmer, it is interesting to note that in 1932 it re-
quired two bales of cotton for a farmer to pay the interest
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on a thousand-dollar loan, whereas in 1936 it required only
one-half bale to pay the interest on a thousand-dollar loan.
It required 160 bushels of corn to pay the interest on a thou-
sand-dollar loan in 1932, but only 40 bushels in 1936; it re-
quired 140 bushels of wheat in 1932, but only 50 bushels of
wheat in 1936; it required = 1,200-pound heef to pay the
interest in 1932, but only a 600-pound beef would pay the
same interest in 1936. This administration has helped the
farmer substantially, and is now sponsoring other measures
calculated to be of great and lasting benefif to all farmers,
tenants, and farm owners.
BURFLUS

Much has been said about the surplus cotton and surplus
farm products. I am notf so sure about other products, but
I am reasonably certain that if all of the people in America
could buy the cotton products that are needed and that
could be used for desirable and not wasteful purposes, we
would not have a cotton surplus. I recall that when every
third row of cotton was plowed up, Negroes were seen clad
only in a jute rag, which was wrapped around them, plow-
ing up this cotton. Jute is produced in India and not in
America,

PROUD PEOFLE ON FARM

People who live on the farm are proud people. They
have pride; they take interest in the building and the
development of the home, the church, and the school. Half
of the people in this Nation would be in tears if they only
knew how hard the farmers and their families work and
how little they can possibly accomplish in proportion to
their efforts. Home-demonstration agents and county
agents are very helpful. They have assisted the farmers in
many ways, and their wives are assisted in the preservation
and canning of fruits, vegetables, and meats necessary and
desirable for home consumption. These sdvings are very
beneficial; but, after all, the farmers need more than some-
thing to eat; they need other comforts the same as other
people. They want to educate their children; they want to
enjoy conveniences that other people enjoy. They are en-
titled to these privileges and benefits and they are possible
only with a fair price for what they produce. I have visited
the homes of some of the poorest tenant farmers. I will
describe one that I visited.

The floor of the house was as clean as it could be kept;
there were beautiful flowers in the yard; the house was tidy
and just as nice as it was possible to make it. No electricity,
no gas for fuel, no running water, It was evidently a cold
place in the winter and a hot place in the summer.
Although the furniture was crude and old, and there were
no rugs on the floor, no tablecloths on the table, and no
towels except what they had made from sacks in which
they bought things from the stores and used in making
towels, it was a real home, like one of the thousands of such
homes where some of the best people in the Nation reside;
and from such humble homes some of our greatest men
and women were born and reared. Too much cannot be said
in praise of the good, enterprising farm wife who accom-
plished wonders under such adverse circumstances. It seems
a shame to me that these people who work so hard and
grow cotton are not permitted to actually buy a sufficient
amount of the products that are made from cotton to fur-
nish them with the simple comforts of life. This, to my
mind, is partly caused by a fallacious monetary system. If
it is corrected, the farmers will get a better price. Money is
a vehicle which is just as necessary to transport goods to
consumers as boxcars. If the amount of money, including
bank deposits, is increased, everything the farmers produce
is increased in proportion. If money becomes dear, every-
thing else becomes cheap. I will not discuss the money
question further than to say that much can be done in the
direction of helping the farmers by giving them a better
price by perfecting the monetary system.

CONCLUSION

I submit the following for consideration:

First. The Government should, if necessary, arbitrarily
fix the prices of the basic farm commodities at a price that
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will allow a farm family to earn a decent living if they
produce a sufficient quantity of such products at such fair
price to justify it.

Second. Taxes and interest should be made just as low
on the farmers as possible until at least they are in a posi-
tion to enjoy economic security by reason of good prices and
on a parity with industry.

Third. Good prices and good wages are both necessary and
desirable, since it is only through good prices and good
wages that the American people pay their debts. If wages
and prices are reduced 50 percent, the debt and tax burden
of the people, in what they have to pay with, will be in-
creased 100 percent, and vice versa.

Fourth. The 12 Federal Reserve banks should be owned
by the Government and operated in the interest of all the
people, banks, industry, and commerce instead of being
owned by private banking corporations as at present.

Fifth. So many tax-exempt interest-bearing bonds have
been issued that the rich are becoming richer and the poor
are becoming poorer. The poor people of the Nation are
being compelled to pay taxes upon what they owe and upon
what they consume to support the different governments
from local fo Federal. No more interest-bearing fax-
exempt bonds should be issued.

Sixth. We must place a noose where there is now a loop-
hole in our tax laws. It appears that corporations are en-
titled to more rights than citizens, since citizens are incor-
porating to escape taxes. It appears that foreign corpora-
tions are entitled to more rights than even an American
citizen or American corporation, since foreign corporations
are being used to escape taxes. Holding companies are
unnecessary. They do not serve a useful or constructive
purpose. They are merely used to avoid taxes, shirk re-
sponsibility, and mislead the investing public, and they
should be abolished.

Seventh. It is idiotic and imbecillic for the Government
to pay inferest on its own credit. If this is corrected, the
Government will save almost a billion dollars a year, and it
can be corrected if the Government should purchase the
stock and own and operate the 12 Federal Reserve banks.

Eighth. Monopolies and trusts should be broken up. The
Department of Justice has recently commenced action to
dissolve the Aluminum Trust. A judge, appointed by Presi-
dent Harding, evidently approved by the “Ohio gang” and
admittedly had the endorsement of Andrew W. Mellon, has
granted an injunction restraining our United States Attorney
General, something that never happened before in this
country, from bringing any suit against Mellon and the
Aluminum Co., except in his court to be presided over by
himself. Mr. Robert H. Jackson, Assistant to the Attorney
General of the United States, says that a judicial monopoly
is sought, as well as the aluminum monopoly.

Ninth. Independent business, locally owned and owner op-
erated, should be encouraged instead of absentee owner-
ship. The boys and girls of the future should not be de-
nied an opportunity because they do not have sufficient ac-
quaintance or pull with some New York banker, who owns
or controls the local business. The Department of Agricul-
ture has recently had to go into the market with Govern-
ment funds and buy potatoes because a few large national
concerns handling potatoes had so depressed the market
that the farmers were being robbed. Corporations should
not have so much power, as they will certainly abuse it; other
similar instances could be cited.

FIGHT WILL CONTINUE

My family has been attached to the soil of America for
more than 300 years. John Patman, my ancestor, came
from England on the ship Peier Bonaveniure, landed near
Jamestown, Va., in 1635. Ever since that time our family has
owned and worked on land. Therefore, by reason of having
been a farmer myself, my father was a farmer, my grand-
father was a farmer, and my family for more than 300
years having been attached to the soil of this great country,
I have inherited a loyalty and affection for the farm and
the problems of the farmer. I am hoping that I can make
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a substantial contribution toward solving the major prob-
lems of the farmer. If I can assist in giving to that great
class of public-spirited, patriotic people, the farmers, who
help to build and sustain our country in time of peace and
who help to save our country in time of war, that measure
of justice they should receive from a grateful Government,
I shall feel that my service in Congress has not been in vain.
My efforts in that direction will continue.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the adoption of the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

mgheSPEAEER. The question is on agreeing to the reso-
on.
The resolution was agreed to.

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1938—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H. R. 6523) making appro-
priations for the Department of Agriculture and for the
Farm Credit Administration for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1938, and for other purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri calls up a
conference report on the agricultural appropriation bill and
asks unanimous consent that the statement be read in lieu
of the report. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
6523) making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture
and for the Farm Credit Administration for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1938, and for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 3, 4,
6, 17 8,0, 10, 11, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 33,
84, 36, 39, 41, 44, 49, 51, 58, 60, 68, T4, 77, 79, 80, 82, 83, 84, 87, 89,
93, 96, 97, 99, 101, 102, 103, 104, 110, 112, 114, 115, 118, 121, 122,
123, 128, 129, 135, and 136.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 5, 15, 32, 35, 40, 42, 46, 47, 48,
52, 53, b5, b6, 67, 62, 65, 67, T0, 71, T2, T5, 76, 92, 94, 95, 107, 108,
109, 111, 113, 120, 127, 130, and 133, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House recede from its dis-

agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$887,650"; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 13, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$1,254,130”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House recede from its
agreement to the amendment of the Senate num 17,
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
proposed insert “$6,232,500"; and the Senate to

Amendment numbered 19: That the House
agreement to the amendment of the Senate num
to the same with an amendment, as follows:

insert “$6,463,646"; and the Senate agree

Amendment numbered 29: That the House recede
agreement to the amendment of the Senate m
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In
proposed insert “$2,342,870"; and the Senate

Amendment numbered 30: That the House

t to the amendment of the Senate numbered
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In
proposed insert “$2,190,179"; and the Senate agree to

Amendment numbered 31: That the House recede

t to the amendment of the Senate numbered
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu
insert “$4,703,049"; and the Senate agree to the

Amendment numbered 37: That the House recede
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 37, and
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
proposed insert “$633,199"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 38: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 88, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum
proposed insert “$703,604"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 43: That the House recede from its dis-
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to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the matter
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en out by sald amendment amended tfo read as follows:
‘s'huslccll:;djng not z:ceeding $80,000 for acquisition of addltlona!hland.
notwithstanding the limitations of said act of March 4, 1927,"; and
ate agree to the same.

thggggdment numbered 45: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the

sum proposed insert “$122,000”; and the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 50: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 50, and
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the

sum proposed insert “$4,833,048"; and the Senate agree to the

su:ne{endment numbered 54: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 54, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$638,403"; and the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 59: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 59, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “£14,116,6906"; and the Senate agree to the
same.
ment numbered 61: That the House recede from its dis-
agrt?::l;gt tot the amendment of the Senate numbered 61, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum d insert “$75,000”; and the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 63: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 63, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$18,892,182"; and the Senate agree to the

same.

endment numbered 64: That the House recede from its dis-
agrAel:ment to the amendment of the Senate numbered 64, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$196,243"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 66: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 66, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$1,425431"; and the Senate agree to the

a.
mu:I:lAmemime,nt numbered 69: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 69, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$75,000”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 73: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 73, and

to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of
the sum proposed insert “$460,860"; and the Senate agree to the
8.
aMJI\lmenrm:uent numbered 78: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 78, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$5,711,398"; and the Senate agree to the
ml:;iendment numbered 81: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 81, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed insert “$171,149”; and the Senate agree to the
o,
m?mendment numbered 85: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 85, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$2,127,840"; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 86: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 86, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$48,785"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 90: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 90, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed insert “$423,169”; and the Senate agree to the
nr.an;;endment numbered 91: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 91, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum proposed insert ¥$460,760"; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 98: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 98, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$6,162,698"; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 100: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 100, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert *“$6,212,606"; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 105: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 105, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$500,000"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 106: That the House recede from its

disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 106, and
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agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum insert “$180,000”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 116: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 116, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$22,175,000”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 117: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 117, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert "“$24,390,780”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 119: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 119, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed Insert “$100,000”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 125: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 125, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the
matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read as
Tollows: “: And provided further, That the funds provided by sec-
tion 82 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, and for other purposes’, approved August 24, 1935
(U. 8. C,, Supp. II, title 7, sec. 612c), shall be available during the
fiscal year 1938 for administrative expenses in such sums as the
President may direct in carrying out the provisions of said section,
including the employment of persons and means in the District of
Columbia and elsewhere, in accordance with the provisions of law
applicable to the employment of persons and means by Agricul-
tural Adjustment Administration”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 131: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 131, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert “$12,500,000”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 132: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 132, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed insert *“$7,000,000”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

The committee of conference report in disagreement amend-
ments numbered 88, 124, 126, and 134.

GeraLp P, NYE,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Benate to the bill (H. R. 6523) making appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administration
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other purposes,
submit the following statement in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon and recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report as to each of such amendments, namely:

Correction of totals, allocations, ete. .

The following amendments relate to the corrections of totals,
allocations, transfers, clarifications of the text, ete.:

Amendments nos. 4, 5, 8, 11, 13, 17, 19, 24, 27, 31, 32, 38, 40, 42,
50, 53, 59, 61, 63, 66, 70, 78, 83, 84, 85, 86, 91, 92, 98, 100, 103, 104,
106, 108, 109, 117, 118, 119, 120, and 132.

“Other necessary erpenses”

The following amendments relate to the action of the Senate in
striking out the words “other necessary expenses” or words of
similar import in the several paragraphs to which the amendments
apply. As to each and all of these amendments the Senate has
receded. The amendments are:

Amendments nos. 3, 6, 9, 14, 18, 25, 26, 28, 33, 34, 36, 39, 44, b1,
T, 19, BT, 89, 83, 87, 99, 101, 114, 115, 121, 128, 129, 135, and 138.

Office of the Secretary

On amendment no. 1, salaries: Appropriates $452,700, as proposed
by the House, instead of $442,700, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 2, spray residue investigations: Retains the
Senate provision that no part of the funds appropriated by this act
shall be used for laboratory investigations to determine the possible
harmful effect on human beings of spray insecticides on fruits and
vegetables.

Office of the Solicitor

On amendment no. 7, salaries and expenses: Appropriates $194,-
160, as proposed by the House, instead of $195,780, as proposed by
the Senate.
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Office of Information

On amendment no. 10, salaries and expenses: Appropriates
$366,480, as proposed by the House, instead of $363,282, as proposed
by the Senate.

On amendment no. 12, printing and binding: Appropriates
$887,650, instead of $894,250, as proposed by the House, and
$864,250, as proposed by the Senate,

Office of Experiment Stations

On amendment no. 15, payments to Hawaii: Appropriates $50,-
000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $60,000, as proposed by
the House.

On amendment no. 16, payments to States under Bankhead-
Jones Act: Appropriates $1,800,000, as proposed by the House,
instead of 1,500,000, as proposed by the Senate.

Special research fund
On amendment no. 20: Appropriates $1,200,000, as proposed by
the House, instead of $1,000,000, as proposed by the Senate.
Eztension Service

On amendment no. 21, supplementary cooperative extension
work: Appropriates $790,000, as proposed by the House, instead of
$1,185,000, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 22, extension work under Bankhead-Jones
Act: Appropriates $10,000,000, as proposed by the House, instead
of $9,800,000, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 23, additional cooperative extension work:
Appropriates $500,000, as proposed by the House, instead of $750,-
000, as proposed by the Senate.

Weather Bureau

On amendment no. 29, general weather service and research:
Retains the Senate increases of $23,920 for flood-warning service
in the Pittsburgh, Pa., region, $10,000 for restoration of weather
station at Dayton, Ohio, and $10,000 for restoration of weather
station at Greenville, S. C. Eliminates the Senate increase of
$5,000 above an increase of the same amount granted by the
IH?.tnzlse for additional weather service to citrus growers of Cali-
ornia

On amendment no. 30, aerology: Eliminates the Senate in-
creases of $35,000 for 'I:he substitution of a numeral code for
the present word code and of $57,771 for the replacement of
Army airplane flights by contract flights at five Army airflelds
in connéction with dally observations of upper air conditions.
Retains the remaining $501,090 of the Senate increase for gen-
er;a_.l71 improvement and strengthening of the alrways weather
service.

Bureau of Animal Industry
On amendment no. 35, marketing agreements with respect to
hog cholera virus and serum: Retains the Senate amendment
making $30,000 of Agricultural Adjustment Administration funds
avallable for effecting such agreements.
Bureau of Dairy Industry
On amendment no. 37, dairy investigations: Retalns the Senate
increase of $6,600 for the development of commercial sources for
the utilization of skim milk, buttermilk, and whey, and for the
commercial introduction of processes for manufacturing milk
products. Eliminates the remaining Senate increase of $14,801.
Bureau of Plani Indusiry

On amendment no. 41, forest pathology: Appropriates $259,592, as
g;;vi&ed by the House, instead of $252,092, as provided by the

ate.

On amendments nos. 43 and 45, National Aboretum: Provides an
increase of $80,000, instead of $90,000, as proposed by the House,
and restores the language of the House, stricken out by the Senate,
amended to read as follows: “Including not ex $80,000 for
acquisition of additional land, notwithstanding the limitations of
sald act of March 4, 1927."

On amendment no. 46, nematology: Includes the Senate increase
of $5,000 for work on nematodes in narcissus and other bulbs,

On amendment no. 47, rubber and other tropical plants: Appro-
priates $46,749, as provided by the Senate, instead of £40,000, as
provided by the House.

On amendment no. 48, seed investigations: Appropriates $72,293,
ﬁa provided by the Senate, instead of $67,293, as provided by the

ouse.

On amendment no 49, sugar-plant investigations: Retalns the
House increase of $16,700 for establishment of sugar-plant-experi-
ment station in Mississippl.

Forest Service

On amendment no, 52, National Forest Administration: Retains
the Senate increase of $10,000 for recreation and special land use
developments.

On amendment no. 54, forest management: Retains the Senate
increases of $9,909 for pinion-juniper and other woodland types of
the Southwest and of $7,600 for conversion of brush fields in
northern California into valuable timber stands. Eliminates the
Benate increase of $7,500 for planting and reforestation studies in
the Central States.

On amendment no. 55, range investigations: Retains the Senate
increase of $10,000 for studies in the control of shrub invasions
on semidesert ranges of the Southwest,
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On amendment no. 56, forest products: Retains the Senate in-
creases of $10,000 for studies in the utilization of new woods for
pmr making, and of $10,000 for studies in chemical seasoning of

On amendment no. §7, forest economics: Retains the Senate in-
crease of $15,000 for range economics investigations in the inter-
mountain region.

On amendment no. 58, forest influences: Restores the House in-
crease of £10,000.

On amendment no. 60, acquisition of lands for national forests:
Appropriates £3,000,000, as proposed by the House, instead of
$2,500,000, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 62, acquisition of lands for national forests:
Eliminates the House provision that $1,000,600 of the sum appro-
priated shall be available only for purchase of lands in purchase
units where as much as 20 percent of the lands within such pur-
chase units have not heretofore been acquired.

Bureau of Chemistry and Soils

On amendment no. 64, industrial utilization of farm products
and byproducts: Provides an increase of $10,000 for plastic investi-
guoa?, instead of the increase of $20,000, as proposed by the

nate.

On amendment no, 65, naval stores investigations: Retains the
Senate increase of $2,159 for the employment of two night watch~
men at the experiment station at Olustee, Fla

Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine

On amendments no. 67 and no. 68, Japanese beetle control: Re-
tains the Senate increase of $25,000 in this appropriation and
eliminates the Senate provision that $40,000 of the total appro-
priation shall only be available for cooperation with the State of
Maryland.

- On amendment no. 69, sweetpotato weevil: Appropriates $75,000,
instead of $50,000 as provided by the House and $100,000 as pro-
vided by the Senate.

On amendments no. 71 and no. 72, forest insects: Retains the
Senate increase of $39,738 in this appropriation and the Senate
provision that $40,000 of the appropriation shall only be available
for expenditure when matched by State funds

On amendment no. 73, Dutch elm disease: Approprist-es $460,-
860, instead of $421,720 as proposed by the House and $500,000 as
pruposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 74, insects affecting man and animals: Re-
tains the House increase of $10,000 for ticks in the vicinity of
Martha's Vineyard Island, Mass.

On amendment no. 75, transit inspection: Appropriates $44,059,
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $36,559, as proposed by the
House.

On amendment no. 76, foreign plant quarantines: Appropriates
£680,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $661,728, as pro=-
posed by the House.

Bureau of Biological Survey

On amendment no, 80, food habits of birds and animals: Ap-
propriates $68,140, as proposed by the House, instead of $75,640,
as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 81, biological investigations: Retains $18,000
of the House increase of $42,000 for the establishment of three
new regional stations for cooperative studies of wildlife.

On amendment no. 82, control of predatory animals and in=-
jurious rodents: Retains the House increase of $12,000 for work
on rodents harmful to orchard trees in the northeastern States.

Bureau of Agricultural Engineering

On amendment no. 90, agricultural engineering investigations:
Appropriates $423,169, instead of 0415 669 as proposed by the
House and $430,669 as proposed by the Senate.

Bureau of Agricultural Economics

On amendment no. 94, farm management and practice: Appro-
priates $376,580, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $386,580,
as proposed by the House.

On amendment no. 95, marketing and distributing farm prod-
ucts: Retains the Senate increase of $7,600 for studies of Fed-
erald State, and local regulations affecting trade in agricultural

roducts
" On amendment no. 96 Tobacco Inspection Act: Retains the
House increase of $25,000

Bﬂreau of Home Economics

On amendment no. 102, home economics investigations: Ap-
propriates £213,350, as proposed by the House, instead of $188,350,
as proposed by the Senate.

Enforcement of the Commodity Ezchange Act

On amendment no. 105, salaries and expenses: Appropriates
$500,000, instead of $400,000 as proposed by the House and
$590,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Food and Drug Administration

An amendment no. 107, enforcement of the Food and Drugs
Act: Appropriates $1,750,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $1,700,000, as proposed by the House.

Soil Conservation Service

On amendment no. 110, cost of buildings: Retains the House
limitation of $15,000, instead of the Senate limitation of $10,000,
upon the cost of not to exceed 20 buildings.




On amendment no. 111, construction of buildings: Retains the
Benate provision prohibiting the erection of buildings on land
not owned by the Government.

On amendment no. 112, general administrative expenses: Ap-
propriates $675,000, as proposed by the House, instead of $600,000,
as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 113: Retains the Senate provision that no

of the appropriation for administrative expenses shall be
available if any emergency or other appropriations are made
available for administrative expenses in the funds
provided in regular appropriations to the Soil Conservation
Bervice.

On amendment no. 116, soil and moisture demonstrations:
Appropriates $22,175,000, instead of $22,225,000 as proposed by
the House and $22,125,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Crop benefit paymenis for soil-conserving practices

On amendments nos. 122 and 123, conservation and use of agri-
cultural land resources: Appropriates 500,000,000, as proposed by
the House, instead of $440,000,000, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendment no. 125, administrative expenses in carrying out
section 32 of the act entitled “An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, and for other purposes”: Restores the language
stricken out by the Senate, amended to read as follows: “: And
provided further, mttherundspmﬂdadbynecﬁmssoftho
act entitled ‘An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
and for other purposes’, approved August 24, 1935 (U. 8. C., Supp.
II, title 7, sec. 612c), shall be available during the fiscal year 1938
for administrative expenses in such sums as the President may
direct in carrying out the provisions of sald section, including the
employment of persons and means in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere, in accordance with the provisions of law applicable to
the employment of persons and means by Agricultural Adjustment
Administration.”

Beltsville Research Center

On amendment no. 127: Appropriates §75,000, upropoaed by the
Benate, instead of $85,000, as proposed by the H

Elimination of Diseased Cattle

On amendment no. 130; Retains the Senate provision that
$2,000,000 of the funds for elimination of diseased cattle may be
used only in those States which have made appropriations for
indemnifying the owners of catile reacting to the test for Bang's

; Forest Roads and Trails

On amendment no. 131: Appropriates $12,500,000, instead of
$11,000,000, as proposed by the House, and $14,000,000, as proposed
by the Senate.

On amendment no. 133: Eliminates the House provision that
total expenditures for forest roads and trails on account of any
State or Territory shall at no time exceed its authorized appor-
tionment as provided by section 23 of the Federal Highway Act.

Disagreements

The committee of conference report in disagreement the follow-
ing amendments of the Senate:

On amendment no. 88, Federal-aid highway system: Strikes out
the House provision t.hat the appropriation be available for the
purchase of medical supplies and services and other assistance
necessary for the immediate relief of employees engaged on hazard-
ous work of the Bureau and inserts language that
$450,000 of administrative funds, in addition to sums heretofore
authorized (making in all $1,360,000), may be used for the con-
struction (including the cost of a site already acquired) of a

permanent quarters for the testing and research
work of the Bureau of Public Roads.
On amendment no. 124: Making the appropriation for domestic
seeds, fertilizers, or any

bytheBecretaryongrictﬂturelnthelos'! for the reim-
bursement of the Tennessee Authority for fertilizers hereto-
fore or hereafter furnished by it to the of Agriculture for

such purpose, and for the payment of expenses in connection with

the making of such grants,
On amendment no. 126, in tions: Author-

izing
priated for the respective activities within the respective bureaus.
On amendment no. 184, forest roads and trails: Fixing the ap-

porﬂonmmtdthamtwydm!ormMmmaud
1939 at $350,000 for each of said years and providing that the
remainder of the sums that would be otherwise apportioned to said
Territory shall be reapportioned in the same manner and on the
same basis as provided in the second paragraph of section 23 (a)
of the Federal Highway Act among those States whose forest high-
way apportionments for the fiscal years 1938 and 1939 otherwise
would be less than 1 percent of the entire apportionment for forest
highways.

CLARENCE CANNON,

M. C. TARVER,

WrnLiam B. UMSTEAD,

Wnriam R. THOM,

EvERETT DIRKSEN,
Managers on the part of the House.
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The SPEAKER. The question is upon the adoption of the
conference report.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, this report
covers all matters in disagreement between the two Houses,
with the exception of four routine amendments which we
expect to take up on disposition of the report, and on which
there is no controversy. The bill as perfected in the report
is a conservative bill, and is more than $3,000,000 below the
Budget estimate. Comparative statistics on the bill may be
summarized as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND
CREDIT ADMINISTRATION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1938

Comparing the total of the bill as agreed to in conference with
the total of appropriations for 1937, the Budget estimates for
ésae,audthebiﬂu!tpuaedtheHouunnduitpummu

Total, 1937 appropriations, including reappropria-
tions of $54,364,000
Total, 1938 Budget estimates, including reappropria-
tions of §75,864,000
Budget increase over 1937 (see analysis

FARM

$668, 921, 606
809, 248, 290

below) $140, 326, 684
Comparing the total of the bill as agreed to in conference with
the total of for 1937, the Budget estimaies for

1938, and the bill as it passed the House and as il passed the

Senate—Continued
Total, as passed House, including reappropriations

of $175,864,000 $804, 193, 231
House reduction under Budget estimates - 5, 065, 059
Total, as passed Senate, including reappropriations

of $175,864,000 747, 125, 242
Total, as passed Senate, plus restoration of $60,-
000,000 Senate cut in soll-conserving crop benefit
payments. = 807, 125, 242
agreed to in conference, uding reappro-
priation of $175,864,000 806, 245, 208
Conference total is:
Below the Budget by. $3, 003, 082
Above the House total 2, 051, 977
Above the actual Senate total by - 59, 119, 966

000,000 for soil-conserving benefit payments
by 880, 034

-The above totals include $4,000,000 for the Farm Credit Admin-
istration, the remainder being for the Department of Agriculture.

The reappropriations, totaling 175,864,000, break-
down as follows:
Soil-conserving benefit payments. . _________ $160, 000, 000
Elimination of diseased cattle 15, 864, 000
Total 175, 864, 000

In addition to the above appropriations, the bill authorizes for
administrative expenses of the Federal Farm Mortgage
tion, $15,000,000 of the existing appropriation for that agency.

Analysis of the Budget increase over 1937 of .. $140, 326, 684

Bpecific increases:
Roads, including Federal-aid h.'lghwsm. forest

roads and tralls, lands highways, ete_. 110, 500, 000
Boil-conserving henaﬁt payments . 30, 000, 00O
Airways weather service 747, 861
Experiment station and agricultural extension

work 1,391, 500

inspection and indemnities for eradica-

tion of tuberculosis in ecattle. . _______ 277, 806

Forest Service, including $1,000,000 for Fulmer
1,756, 177

Act.
Commodity Exchange Ad.m.lnistmtlon___.__-,-.. 383, 500

Bundry other increases and decreases, gmng a net Budget

Increase over 1937 of $140,326,684, as shown above
PERMANENT APPROPRIATIONS

Permanent appropriations, not carried in the bill,

but providing funds for the t of Agri-

culture for 1938 over and above those in the bill,

total
Appropriations, including reappropriations, ‘carried

in the bill for the Department of Agriculture, as

$127, 228, 665

finally agreed to in conference 802, 245, 208
Grand total, permanent and regular annual

appropriations, Department of Agriculture. 029,473,873
Regular annual appropriation for the Farm Credit

Administration 4, 000, 000

Grand total, regular annual and permanent
npproprhl:l Department of Agriculture
Farm Credit Administration _________ 933,473, 873
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Permanent aniual appropriations, special and trust funds, De-
partment of Agriculture

Increase (?-) or
decrease (=)
Item Appropriation | Estimatesfor | 1938 estimates
for 1937 1938 compared with
1937 appropria-
ons
Extension Bervice: Cooperative
ienltural extension work
il.h =Lever Act).. .. $4, 606, 006 $4, 701, 185 +$5, 060
Service:
Pa ents to States and Ter-
oria: (national-forest 005, 801 1,100, 000 +104, 100
Paymnnts to school funds,
Arizona and New Mexico
(national-forest fund)_ ... a1, 685 20, 000 —11,685
and trails for States
(national-forest fund)_...... 350, 000 400, 000 =50, 000
Cooperative work (contrib-
uted [unds) e - oo 2, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 -1, 000, 000
Hes ander Migratocy Birg
eounties nnder
Conservation Act ___..jufi ...... 6, 500 7,500 -+1,000
icultural Adjustment Admin-
tion: To earry into effect
the provisions of sec. 32, act of
Aug. 24, 1935, relating to the ex-
pomuon and domestic con-
sumption of agricultural com-
m ties. 1109,139,621 |  1120,000, 000 -+10, 860, 370
s 1, e e ] 117, 219, 793 127, 228, 665 +-10, 008, 872

1 §110,000,000 of this appropriation for 1037 and 1938 is made available in the accoms
panying bill for ** conservation and use of agricultural land resources.”

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. TABer].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the committee has brought in
a conference report indicating an agreeemnt upon a figure
which is $2,050,000 above what the bill was when it passed
the House, and about $59,100,000 more than it was when it
passed the Senate. I have been over the matters in differ-
ence as to amounts, and roughly, as far as I have been able
to determine, the low figure of either House was agreed to
5 times out of 44 times, and the high figure or one in be-
tween, 39 times out of 44 times. Frankly, I must say, if
we are going to economize, we must get more of economy
than this report indicates.

M. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, in answer to
the gentleman'’s suggestion, this bill is more than $3,000,000
below the Budget estimate. The Senate made a formal
cut of $60,000,000 in the soil conservation and domestic
allotment item, but the Government has made a proposi-
tion to the farmers of the Nation, and after the farmers
have accepted the proposal and carried out their part of
the agreement, the United States Government must redeem
its pledge and provide money to pay the farmer the amount
to which he is entitled under the law of contracts.

Eliminating this amendment the bill is $1,880 below the
Senate bill and is an economical bill notwithstanding the
fact that it provides in a large measure items which are
not purely agricultural in nature. For example, the differ-
ence between the Budget estimate this year and the amount
of the bill last year is $140,000, and out of that amount
$110,000 is for highways, a matter which is of interest to the
country generally and in no sense a purely agricultural
appropriation.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Is it not a fact that this bill is
the biggest bill for the Agricultural Department that has
ever been enacted in the history of the country?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Not when you eliminate the
items not directly chargeable to agriculture. And such in-
creases as have been made are in response to the mandate
of Congress as expressed in legislation which this House has
epacted in the last 2 years. Practically every addition to
this bill and every increase in the amounts it carries have
been made in response to legislation passed by the Congress
since the last bill was adopted.
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ﬂlgé LAMBERTSON, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman
e

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to the gentleman from
Kansas, the ranking minority member on the subcommittee.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Is not every agricultural bill and
every bill this year of every subcommittee larger than any
preceding one ever was, except possibly the legislative bill?
I see representatives of the other subcommittees in the
C_‘h_amber and I see the gentleman from North Carolina
rising,

Mr. UMSTEAD. MTr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. UMSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I thought it had been
stated so many times that it was now known by all Members
of the House that the naval appropriation bill was not only
under the amount appropriated last year, but was $37,000,000
below the Budget estimate. I therefore do not understand
why it is that my good friend from Kansas, and many others
in the House, still insist that there was no reduction in the
néa.‘;n; appropriation bill. The record should be correctly
stated.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TroM]I.

Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, this appropriation bill for the
Department of Agriculture confains an allocation of $3,-
000,000 to continue the purchase of land for forest reserves.
Those purchases are made under the auspices of the Na-
tional Forest Reservation Commission. A program has been
laid out under which new national forests are to be estab-
lished in a number of the Middle and Southern States which
heretofore have never had such benefits.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOM. I yield.

Mr. BIERMANN. Do those national forests include the
forest in southern Iowa?

Mr. THOM. Yes.

Mr. BIERMANN. We will actually get that, then, will we?

Mr, THOM. I am coming to that.

About a year or two ago the National Forest Reservation
Commission set up a rule that no further purchases should
be made in any units that have been located unless there
have been already 20 percent of the lands in those respec-
tive units purchased.

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOM. I prefer to wait until I state the proposition
and then I will yield to the gentleman.

Now, the effect of that rule as set up by the National
Forest Reservation Commission was simply this, that in
many of the various forest units progress has stopped. In
many of those units that have been located, options have
been secured on behalf of the National Forest Reservation
Commission, and it was naturally expected that land would
be duly purchased under those options. Then came this
Tule of the National Forest Reservation Commission which
stopped all purchases unless 20 percent of the unit had
already been procured and the title was in the name of the
United States Government.

This bill contains this provision:

That $1,000,000 of the $3,000,000 appropriated shall be avail-
able only for purchase of lands in purchase units where as
much as 20 percent of the lands within such purchase units
have not heretofore been acquired.

In other words, the rule of the National Forest Reserva-
tion Commission was to be lifted so far as $1,000,000 of the
appropriation in this bill is concerned. I reluctantly
agreed in conference that this provision should go out, so
that we have for the next year the same provision standing,
that no purchase shall be made in any unit unless 20 per-
cent heretofore has been acquired,

Now, the point I want to make is this: Representatives
of Iowa, Indiana, Missouri, and Ohio—I think nine States
in all—are dissatisfied and feel that they have been dis-
criminated against for the reason that their forest units
are not being added to, and the work on them has prac-
tically stopped.
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Without any further discussion, this is just a subtle hint
to the National Forest Reservation Commission that if some-
thing is not done about this 20-percent rule, in the next
session of the House of Representatives they are going to
find Representatives from such States as Iowa, Missouri,
and Ohio opposing any further purchase of land for forest
purposes. That is the situation in a nutshell. I simply
want it in the Recorp so that the National Forest Reserva-
tion Commission will be forewarned when this appropriation
bill comes up next year.

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOM. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, Ia.ppreciat.ethegenﬂeman
from Ohio yielding to me and I do not desire to prolong
this discussion, but since the gentleman has given a gentle
hint to the National Forest Reservation Commission, of
which I am proud to be a member—and the membership of
that Commission is composed of three Cabinef members,
two Senators, and two Members of the House—I want to ask
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Teom] if he thinks thaf
Commission, with & measly sum of $3,000,000 can do any-
thing worth while toward the acquisition of any forest lands,
whether it is in those units where there has been 20 per-
cent or less of the land purchased, or anywhere else. For
the information of the gentleman, I want to tell him that
the National Forest Reservation Commission adopted this
policy of not purchasing any lands in units established
where the purchase had not been 20 percent or more of the
total number of acres supposed to be purchased; but it was
not because of any desire on the part of the Commission.
It was purely for the reason that we had no money with
which to function. We have something like 60 forest units
in the United States, throughout the various States in the
Union, where they have a set-up that is going, and a great
percentage of the acreage in the units have been purchased,
because the States have complied and cooperated in many
ways, and they began back under the Clarke-McNary Act.

States like Ohio, Jowa, Indiana, Missouri, and those other
States mentioned, have just come into the picture because
they have just become forest-minded with reference to the
solicitation of Federal aid, and have passed State laws
whereby they could come in. We do not have the money to
develop these units, although we have established these units.
We desired to go into those States and establish and develop
national-forest units. We established them and did take
some options. But our money ran out and we just had to
do the best we could. I am one member of that Commis-
sion. The distinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoobrUFF] is also a member; Senator Georce, of Georgia,
and Senator Brivges, of New Hampshire, are members. The
Secretary of War is chairman, and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and the Secretary of the Interior are members. Our
Commission has no desire to adopt just any kind of a policy,
but on account of lack of funds we had to determine how
best to spend our limited funds. I ask the gentlemen who
are interested, and the distinguished member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations if he thinks that $3,000,000 could
do anything toward satisfying those States, like Indiana,
Ohio, Iowa, and the other States, which would in any way
comply with the request or the gentle hint that the gentle-
man has given?

If this Congress will appropriate the money, our Commis-
sion will spend it, and I may say we will get value for what
we spend. The record of our Commission speaks for itself
and I know, and I feel you gentlemen know, that what money
we have spent has been spent well and wisely. We have
made our money go as far as possible. The work of the For-
est Service and of the National Forest Reservation Com-
mission in my judgment is outstanding. If the money is
provided by Congress, we can purchase land in these units.
If we do not have the money, we can give little relief to our
interested friends, whom we would like to help if we had the
money.

I do not know whether the Commission is going to lift
this policy or not, but I do know that $3,000,000 is not going

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 28

to be a drop in the bucket toward acquiring additional.
land in any of the eighty-some-odd forest units in the United
States. Nobody wants to cooperate more than I, but it is a
question of money available and not desire. May I, in my
turn, hint to Congress that the National Forest Commission
cannot buy lands if they do not have money. If $3,000,000
is all the money we are to have, we shall use discretion and
our best judgment and make it go as far as we can. I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, {

Mr, THOM. I hope that the National Forest Commission
puts into effect—and it has the power to—this provision
eliminated from the bill now permitting $1,000,000 to be
used in those sections where there have not been purchased
lands aggregating 20 percent of the unit proposed.
mg&r. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman

?

Mr. THOM. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I would remind the gentleman
from Ohio that the same situation that he states obtains in
Ohio obtains likewise in other sections of the country, espe-
cially in the State of Mississippi and that part of the State
wherein my district lies. I believe that the remedy is not
so much the giving of direction to the Commission as it is
the giving to them of additional appropriations to purchase
new land.

Mr. THOM. It ought to be divided equitably between the
States.

Mr. DOXEY. May I ask the gentleman from Ohio if he
thinks that even if all of this $1,000,000 were used in the
way he suggests—and I do not know whether it will be so
used or not—would it aid in any way to substantially relieve
the condition that now exists in Ohio and Iowa and some
other States?

Mr. THOM. It would to the extent of $1,000,000.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, with the dispo-
sition of this conference report we shall have made material
progress in the enactment of the supply bills for the coming
fiscal year. When the House adjourned last week there
were still six bills undisposed of—the Agricultural bill, the
District bill, the relief bill, the two War bills, and the In-
terior bill. We have just agreed to the conference report
on the District of Columbia appropriation bill. The con-
ference report on the relief bill will be ready for report to
the House this afternoon. And with the disposition of this
conference report, only the War Department bills and the
Interior Department appropriation bill remain. The con-
ferees on the War Department bill are in session at this
time and hope to reach an agreement before they adjourn
tonight. The Interior Department bill is in the Senate, and
we hope to be able to send it to conference not later than
tomorrow; so, barring unforeseen delay, we expect to be able
to secure enactment of the supply bills before the end of the
fiscal year, day after tomorrow.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
from Missouri yield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to the gentleman from
Eansas.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me we are
fast reaching a critical situation in the purchase of timber-
land. We are fast reaching the point where we must put
a stop to this competition between the States to sell land to
the Government and then have the Government build roads
through it and clean it up. Unless we call a halt to this
program it is going to prove to be an endless outlet for
Government expenditure. I think it is creating an alarm-
ing situation and that Congress must meet the situation
and stop the purchase of forest land before it gets too wildly
extravagant.

Mr. CANNON of Missourl. Mr. Speaker, that is a matter
of opinion. The committee has been severely criticized, for
instance, because it failed to report out the full authorization
of $14,000,000 for the acquisition of land, which passed the
House last session. The appropriation carried in this bill
for the acquisition of lands, generally, is the minimum and
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is relatively unimportant in comparison with the real agri-
cultural issues the gentleman might have discussed this
afternoon. Mr. Speaker, agriculture was the first to suffer
when prices dropped in 1920 and the last to recover. Even
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act recovery was dis-
proportionate and farm prices lagged far behind industrial
prices and union wage scales. When this session convened
no pledge to the country was more emphasized than the
pledge to stabilize agricultural prices and give the farmer his
fair share of the natural income.

The need for legislation was intensified by the decision
of the Supreme Court nullifying the A. A. A. and by legis-
lation which has widened the disparity between agriculture
on one hand and labor and industry on the other. Laws
have been enacted by this Congress artificially increasing
the farmer’s cost of living and raising the price of practi-
cally every item entering into his cost of production.
Up to this time the relief Congress was pledged to provide
has not materialized. Now that harvest is approaching
wheat has dropped approximately 30 cents per bushel. For
the last 2 months the price of hogs and cattle has been
going down while the price of beef and pork has been
going up. The farmer’s share of the national income is
steadily decreasing. Instead of relieving the farmer, this
Congress is adding to his burdens. We have passed laws
adding to the price of his coal and his fuel oil, legislation
increasing his costs of transportation, legislation raising
the price of every manufactured article he buys. All this
legislation has the approval of the farmer. He believes in
high wages, short hours, liberal returns on invested capital,
and a high standard for living for both labor and industry.
But he also is entitled to a fair wage for his labor, an
honest price for his products, and an adequate return on
his own investments in land and equipment.

This Congress has ignored his rights, forgotten its pledges,
and utterly failed up to this time to take any steps to bring
about the long-promised parity for agriculture. The gentle-
man from Kansas might have discussed this situation. He
might have urged legislation to meet the situation. Time is
short. We are nearing the end of the session. If we expect
to enact farm legislation it must be done promptly. I trust
the gentleman from Kansas and all other Members who are
interested in carrying out the pledges made by all political
parties over the last 10 years to bring agriculture up to a
plane of economic equality with labor and industry will join
in urging consideration of a farm bill at this session of
Congress.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as no
Member desires to be heard on the conference report I move
the previous question on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was adopted.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 88: Page 74, line 18, after the colon strike out
the balance of line 18 and all of lines 19, 20, 21, and 22, and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “Provided further, That not to ex-
ceed $450,000 from the administrative funds authorized by the act
approved November 9, 1921, and acts amendatory thereof or supple-
mental thereto, In addition to the amount remaining avallable
under the authorizations contained in the Agricultural Appropri-
ation Acts approved May 27, 1930, May 17, 1935, and June 4, 1936,
ghall be available, in the total amount of $1,360,000, for the con=-
struction (lncludmg the cost of a site already acquired) of a
laboratory for permanent quarters for the testing and research
work of the Bureau of Public Roads.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate no. 88 and agree to the same.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 124: Page 97, line 2, after the word “item” insert
a colon and the following: “Provided further, That such amount
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shall be available for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, or any other
farming materials and making grants thereof to agricultural pro-
ducers to ald them in carrying out farming practices approved by
the Secretary of Agriculture in the 1937 programs, for the reim-
bursement of the Tennessee Valley Authority for fertilizers hereto-
fore or hereafter furnished by it to the Secretary of Agriculture mr
such purpose, and for the payment of all expenses necessary in
making such grants including all or part of the costs incident to
the delivery thereof.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate no. 124 and agree to the same.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
& question? |

Mr. CANNON of Missourl. Yes.

- Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, I always supposed that the Ten-
nessee Authority was granted funds by the Deficiency Com-
mittee for the fertilizer experiments they were conducting.
Does this not give them funds from another source out of the
Public Treasury?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, this allocation has
been in effect for a number of years. Seed and fertilizing
material have been supplied by the T. V. A. for experimental
purposes without special authorization. But the General
Accounting Office has now raised the question of authoriza-
tion, and in order to place the allocation beyond question,
this provision is included in the bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

" The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 126: Page 98, after line 8, insert:
“INTERCHANGE OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Not to exceed 10 percent of the foregoing amounts for the
miscellaneous expenses of the work of any bureau, division, or
office herein provided for shall be available interchangeably for
expenditures on the objects included within the general expenses
of such bureau, division, or office, but no more than 10 percent
shall be added to any one item of appropriation except in cases
of extraordinary emergency, and then only upon the written order
of the Secretary of Agriculture: Provided, That a statement of any
transfers of appropriations made hereunder shall be included in
the annual Budget.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur in the Senate amendment.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this is the provision with ref-
erence to the transfer of not to exceed 10 percent of the
amount of money which has been appropriated.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speaker, this provides for
interchange within bureaus only, and does not permit inter-
change as between bureaus of departments. This provision
has been carried in the annual bill for 15 or 20 years, and
was included in this year’s bill, but was stricken out on a
point of order, as the gentleman will recall, because we added
a provision that a statement of such transfers be included
in the annual Budget.

I know the gentleman will agree that the annual Budget
should show all transfers of this character, but the inclusion
of that additional matter made it subject to a point of order,
which was sustained. The Senate restored the item and
now we propose to agree to the Senate amendment.

Mr. TABER. Does not this give the Bureau the oppor-
tunity to spend a lot of money that otherwise might be
recovered?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. No. It is the same item we
have been carrying for many years and merely provides for
an interchange within a given bureau.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON],

The motion was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment no. 134: Page 103, strike out lines 9, 10, and 11,
and insert the following:

“That for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1938, and
June 30, 1939, the apportionment for forest highways in Alaska
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shall be $350,000 and the remainder of the sums which otherwise
would be apportioned and prorated to Alaska for sald fiscal years
shall be reapportioned in the same manner and on the same basis
as provided in the second paragraph of section 23 (a) of the
Pederal Highway Act among those States whose forest highway
apportionments for the fiscal years 1938 and 1939 otherwise would
be less than 1 percent of the entire apportionment for forest
hjsh“ys‘|'

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a motion to recon-
sider each of the motions will be laid on the table.

There was no objection.

FARM TENANCY BILL

Mr. JONES, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 7562, fo
encourage and promote the ownership of farm homes and
to make the possession of such homes more secure, to pro-
vide for the general welfare of the United States, to pro-
vide additional credit facilities for agricultural development,
and for other purposes, and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, in order to save time, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days within which to
extend their own remarks on the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs]?

There was no objection.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 7562, with Mr. Driver in the
chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The first reading of the bill was dispensed with.

THE TENANT FROBLEM

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 12 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the time limitation and the
great demand for the privilege of speaking by those who
are interested in this bill, I am going to request the Mem-
bers not to ask me to yield for questions at this time. I
hope they will defer any questions they may wish to ask
me until the measure is taken up under the 5-minute rule,

I have handled many measures for this administration.
In fact, it has been my privilege to handle practically all
of the farm legislation. During this period there has been
no problem that presented as many difficulties as that of
farm tenancy.

We had rather extensive hearings. There were many
witnesses. No two of these witnesses agreed as to all of
the details of the program. When the hearings had been
finished, no two members of the committee were in com-
plete accord on all phases of the subject.

THE FROELEM OF THE LAND

The problem of the land is as old as history. Contact
with the soil is as essential as sunlight and air. There can
be no life either in the vegetable or the animal kingdom
without the products of the land. All life gets its sustenance
from the soil.

It is not surprising, then, that disagreements and disputes
should arise in reference to any general land policies. In
Biblical days disputes arose between Abraham and Lot in
reference to access to the land, and this compelled a sepa-
ration, Throughout all history disputes have arisen as to
land and land policies.

To permit the private ownership of land as a basis for a
home and at the same time to prevent too great an accumu-
lation of land in the hands of a few is a problem that
practically all countries have been compelled to meet face
to face.

INCREASE IN TENANCY

Fifty years ago less than one farmer in four was a tenant.
There has been a gradual increase through each decade
until now about 42 percent of the tillers of the soil are
tenants.
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That it is very desirable to check this increase and reverse
the trend every thinking person must admit. There are
approximately 2,800,000 tenants in continental United
States. Practically all of them would like to be home own-
ers. But to accomplish this purpose is another question. It
cannot be solved by the waving of a magic wand or the ex-
pressing of a wish. It cannot be solved by an appeal to the
emotions or a display of sentiment. These have been in-
dulged in for more than a generation. At the same time
land ownership has grown less and less, and land tenancy
more and more.

THE STAERTING POINT

As a basis for beginning, two things are necessary. First,
it must be made financially profitable to own a small farm
home. Second, a way must be found to finance the purchase
of small farm homes by owner-operators on long-time
payments at low interest rates.

MAEING FAEM OWNERSHIF FROFITABLE
Several steps are necessary in order to make farm owner=
ship profitable. The prime essential is to maintain a fair
price for farm products. This price is the most important
single element in the whole question.
We have already made much progress along this line
t.hmught.he operation of the Farm Act and the farm-credit

Ihopeandexpectthatfarmlegislat;lonofagenemlchar-
acter will be passed just as soon as it can be properly
worked out and perfected. Then there is also the question
of interest rates. We have gone a long way with those in
the Farm Credit Administration, but there are still some
phases which have not been covered.

I agree with the remarks made today about the fine work
of the Farm Credit Administration. I think Governor:
Myers is one of the best administrators in this Government.
[Applause.] However, Governor Myers handles a business
institution. He fears—and I think there is some ground for,
his fear—that if the bill partakes not only.of business bubt
also of some social features, although it concerns a real
problem, some of those who buy the obligations of the insti-
tution may get the two phases mixed, and it may hurt the
sale of obligations and injure the fine results which are.
being achieved by the Farm Credit Administration. Gov-
ernor Myers prefers that we handle the matter in this way,
and I think he has good ground for that preference. My,
first inclination was to follow the other route, but I came
to the conclusion affer study that this was the better method.

WHAT IS BEHIND THE PROBELEM?

In reality tenancy is not the problem. It is but a mani-
festation or a breaking out of the problem.

Neither the landlord nor the tenant has had a fair share
of the national income. Behind the tenant question is the
problem of price and income.

As a matter of fact, the percentage of tenancy for the
Nation as a whole has not increased since 1933, but it has
only been checked and has not been decreased, and it there-
fore remains an appalling problem. Further provision is
necessary in the direction of price maintenance and in
financing the purchase of family-sized farms if the problem
is to be solved.

TAXES |
Then, too, the question of State, county, and district taxes
is extremely important. In most of the States an undue
share of the taxes has been borne by the small farmers. The
farm cannot get away. It is easily found. Frequently the
small tract of land, both in the town and in the country,
has borne a larger pro-rata share of the taxes than the
larger tracts of land. Besides both the larger and the smaller
tracts of land have borne an undue share of State and local
taxes.
SETATE COOFERATION

Much assistance can be rendered by States and subdivi-
sions if they will cooperate in the program. It seems to me
that on small fracts the taxation should be limifed either
by providing a small exemption or by providing a maximum
total ad valorem property tax that can be levied against
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small tracts. Some of the States have already taken steps
in this direction. As a part of the effort to solve this situa-
tion, steps should be taken to secure State and local coopera-
tion all along the line, Under the system now prevailing
in many of the States a full property levy is made by both
State, county, and district units against all lands, regardless
of whether there is a crop failure or any form of income
from the land. The program will be greatly handicapped in
any section where this condition prevails.

In many States and localities, a portion of these taxes
could well be shifted to other forms of income and property.
This added inducement would go far to make any steps taken
by the Federal Government in financing such a program suc-
cessful. With the cooperation of the State and subdivisions,
the Government could well afford to finance the purchase for
worthy and ambitious tenants of a small farm home, to be
paid for on long-time amortization payments at a low rate
of interest. These payments could thus be made on a basis
that would not cause an undue burden on the purchaser,
In practically every community in America there are worthy
tenants who would like to own a home and who would work
hard to pay out a home if it could be purchased under such
conditions as to give them an opportunity to see daylight.

A TREMENDOUS FROELEM

The problem is tremendous and far reaching. It cannot be
solved overnight. The cost would run into billions of dollars.
It is necessary to start gradually and endeavor fo keep on
a sound basis. The problem is so difficult as to be almost
discouraging at times, but this makes it all the more im-
portant that it be tackled. If is the hope that by beginning
and carefully working it out progress may be made and that
cooperation by the States, as well as by individuals, may be
stimulated,

THREE METHODS OF APPROACH

For the time being the committee has recommended a
three-wing approach to the gquestion:

First, a provision for financing tenants in the purchase of
small farm homes.

Second, rehabilitation loans for temporary aid to tenants
and distressed landowners who need immediate assistance.

Third, the purchase of submarginal or other lands not
primarily suited to cultivation, and the utilizing of such land
for various public purposes.

Under the first provision—that is, for the financing of the
purchase of small farm homes—we provide a fund of $10,000,-
000 for the first year, twenty-five million the second, and fifty
million the third year to be apportioned among the various
States on the basis of farm population and prevalence of
tenancy.

The measure provides that loans may be made not in ex-
cess of the appraised value of single unit farms to worthy
tenants who will obligate themselves to repay the purchase
price over a 30-year period, with interest at the rate of 3
percent per annum. s

The Committee on Agriculture has provided that in each
county where the program is to be put into effect, a com-
mittee of three resident farmers who are familiar with local
conditions shall assist in administering the act.

It is further provided that application shall be made

through such local committee and that no farm shall be
selected and no tenant shall be financed except with the

approval of the local committee. In this way the tenant

will be consulted in the purchase of the farm, the price to be

paid and the details of the transaction. It is hoped that by

this select method on the part of the local committee, the

program will be given its greatest opportunity to succeed.
EPECULATION

In order to avoid speculation it is provided that no pur-
chaser shall be permitted to sell the land to other than a
resident home owner who is approved by the Secretary of
Agriculture until the entire obligation to the Government
has been paid. In other words, the purchaser will not be able
to make an unauthorized sale of his property until he has met
all the terms of his obligation. This method is adopted in
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order to prevent speculation in land, which has frequently
been the curse both of the farmer and the home owner.
TITLE II

Title II of the measure provides for the making of re-
habilitation loans to cover equipment, livestock, essential
supplies, and financing.

The Resettlement Administration is abolished, effective
June 30, 1937. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to
establish the Farm Security Administration, which would ad-
minister the provisions of the pending measure,

The Resettlement Administration not only inherited the
old subsistence homesteads provisions, but also was called
upon to administer relief funds, which were transferred from
the Relief and Public Works lump sum appropriation to the
Resettlement Administration for administering this program
as it pertained to the needs of the farm population.

Under the terms of that transfer, the Resettlement Admin-
istration made both loans and grants to people in the country.

We authorize the Administration to utilize any funds that
may be transferred by Executive order from Relief and
Public Works appropriations for such purpose.

The Resettlement Administration cared for more than
300,000 farm families through loans and grants. We have
recommended the broadening of the base of these loans in
order to make all those who are unable to secure credit
elsewhere eligible for these loans. It is hoped that through
this method many individuals may be placed in such a posi-
tion as to enable them to purchase small homes through
private sources.

TITLE III

Under title 3 an appropriation of $10,000,000 is authorized
to be made available for the first year and $20,000,000 for
each of the 2 succeeding years for the purchase of lands nof
primarily suitable for tillage. These lands may be used for
any public purpose, such as parks, game preserves, recrea-
tion centers, forest reserves, or for any other public purpose.

The needs for such a program are manifest and are well
known to those who are familiar with conditions which
prevail, especially in certain sections of our country.

AN OLD QUESTION

The tenant problem is age old. Far back in the history
of our race, in times less complex than our own, we find the
farmer tilling land that did not belong to him. He did a
share of the work in the agricultural village and received a
part of what was produced. Such relationships between
tenant and landowner are found in various ages and various
types of government.

It is only natural that the idea of tenancy should reach
our shores early in our own history. We know from writings
of colonial days that tenancy existed at a very early date.
There were many large landed estates and gentlemen farm-
ers. Our long period of westward expansion and the open-
ing of free land, however, delayed the development of
tenancy as a problem. We were still developing, still grow-
ing, Opportunities lay always ahead. Then, with the clos-
ing of our frontiers, we settled down and began to grow as
a nation.

The development of the tenancy problem has taken place
largely in the last 50 years, and today we find tenancy
existing in every State in the Union. It is more acute in the
South, perhaps, than in any other section. This is due
largely to the fact that after the War between the States
there was very little money in the South, and most of the
financing necessarily came from the outside. This caused
interest-rate payments to flow out of that great section of
the country. A money crop was necessary. The logical de-
velopment was the one-crop system of cotton, because it
was the single one that would produce the returns necessary
to replenish the section for the outflow of money and high
interest rates.

NOT LIMITED TO ONE SECTION

The rapid increase in tenancy, however, has developed
into a problem in many other sections of our country. This
has been due in the main to land speculation. The boom |
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years threw land into speculation and into mortgages. The
depression years caused difficulties and foreclosures and con-
sequent changes in ownership. Thus the number who were
compelled to rent land was increased.

Any attack on the problem, therefore, must be Nation-
wide in scope and not limited to any particular area. It is
truly a national problem and the remedy must apply equally
to all sections.

AN ESSENTIAL OF GOVEENMENT

In working fo solve the fenancy problem, we are endeavor-
ing to add strength to one of the most essential parts of
every free government. We are seeking to perpetuate the
home.

As long as it is possible for a man to return to his home
after a day of labor in the office or in the field, and find
awaiting him all the things that home means, we will have
a substantial and patriotic citizenship. It is the home that
is the first unit of all organized society. It is the starting
point of training, the place where character building is be-
gun. The future of our form of government depends on
maintenance of the American home. That is why the fen-
ancy measure, directed toward turning the trend back to-
ward farm home ownership, is important.

Regardless of the merits of any other essentials of govern-
ment, there can be no difference of opinion about the de-
sirability of home ownership. To stop the trend away from
home ownership and throw the tendency back in the other
direction is the purpose of this measure,

The first thought of the pioneers who founded this coun-
try was to own a piece of land. The first step of practically
all of them was to secure title fo a small part of the land
in the new America. This desire to own the land was re-
sponsible for the ring of the ax that made possible access

' to the land. If was responsible for the creak of the west-
, ern-bound prairie wagon as the early settlers made their

way to western homesteads.
THE FINEST STEF WE COULD TAEE
Unfortunately in the complex economic structure that has

i developed within the last few decades, much of this contact

has been lost. In my judgment the Government could take
no finer step than to make possible the ownership of small
farm homes and to take the further step of formulating poli-
cies that would make those homes secure.

There is something in the contact with the soil that tends
to build character. The Republic is anchored in its homes.
The threats of those who do not at heart believe in our sys-
tem of government and who wish to tear down its institu-
tions cannot get far among a home-owning and liberty-lov-
ing people. Every man in America, whether he lives North,
South, East, or West, is vitally interested in stimulating
home ownership both in the country and in the city. Such
a course will tend toward a stronger government and na-
tional security for all. [Applause.]

Mr, Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the Speaker of the
House.

Mr, BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I am going fo ask the
indulgence of my colleagues for at least a portion of the
time that has been so generously allotted to me by the
chairman of the committee to present for your considera-
tion and for your thoughtful meditation, not the details
of the proposed legislation, but I shall undertake to draw
for you a broad picture of this so-called tenant-farming
situation.

As the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] has so well
said, I regard it as a problem of tremendous importance. I
may be pardoned for making a personal reference, maybe,
to explain my inherited interest in all farming problems.
My direct ancestors on both sides of my house for 150 years
in this country have, without exception, until my genera-
tion, been tillers of the soil; and if there is anything in
the theory of inherited predilections, I imagine that may
account in some measure for my deep interest in all agri-
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cultural problems, aside from their grave economic mani-
festations.

Now, it has been said that the Congress of the United
States in the last few years has been particularly solicitous
of and generous to al of our farm problems, and I think this
is true. I think that we men who represent largely agricul-
tural districts are under a debt of everlasting gratitude fo
the Members of Congress from the great industrial centers,
and particularly from the great cities of the United States,
for the consistent and uniform support they have so un-
grudgingly given to these great measures for agricultural
relief [applausel, because, Mr. Chairman, to any thoughtful
man, whether he lives in a great city, whether he abides in
an area of congested population, upon reflection, must know
the absolute indispensability to life and to society and to
progress of the products of the farm. The clothes that you
wear, the shoes with which you are shod, the food which
you consume to continue your life, the shelter that is over
you to protect you from the vicissitudes and inclemencies
of the elements all directly are remotely come from the
good earth; and farms are operated by men, and it is the
present condition of a large segment of the agricultural
population that has particularly appealed to our considera-
tion and has afforded the basis for this legislation—the
farm-tenant class of our population.

A liftle later, if I have the time, I shall incorporate in the
Recorp for your study some statistics as to the number of .
farm tenants in the country, according to the census of
1935, the number of operating farm tenants, and the number
of their families. It is a rather staggering thing to con-
template that, today, practically one-third of our entire
farm population is in the class for whose interest we are
undertaking to legislate today; and one of the disturbing
factors in a study of the whole problem is the increasing,
the constantly increasing, number of farm tenants in some
sections of our country; not particularly in the South, be-
cause our farm-tenancy situation in the last few years has
been, in a way, diminishing, but in the great wheat and corn
and cattle sections of the country there has been a tre-
mendous increase, which is a challenge to us to undertake to
meet and master, if we may, this acute economic problem.

But what about this man I am talking about—this tenant
farmer? Oh, it has been said, and argued with some rea-
son, that if a farmer is of any value, if he has any initiative,
if he has any backing and capacity, if he has any ability,
he can get along, he can borrow money, he can make his
way without any governmental assistance; but those of us,
Mr, Chairman, who are intimately familiar with this prob-
lem, know that that is not always true. I may call your
attention to the fact that down in my section of the country,
and especially in the hill sections of the South, some of these
poor tenant farmers, by descent, are of the best blood of this
Republic, sons of the Cavaliers and of the Huguenots, who
moved into that section,of the country, and decade after
decade, because of disadvantages to which they were sub-
jected, which I shall not have the time now fully to enumer-
ate, from generation to generation they have gone from bad
to worse in their efforts to sustain themselves according to
the traditions and standards of their ancestors; but the
very system and environment by which they have been sur-
rounded has made it absolutely impossible.

I am going to be perfectly frank about this thing. I do
not know conditions in other sections, but I wish that some
of you could visit some of the tenant farms in my section of
the country, both white and colored, and see the desperate
and hopeless situation by which they have been submerged,
I claim, not entirely in all cases because of their own in-
capacity, but by reason of these circumstances to which I
have referred, lack of credit facilities, poor prices year after
year for their products, the isolation of their families from
contact with their neighbors, their inability to form coopera-
tive associations and to assemble themselves into unions as




1937

those in the industrial centers have done for the protection
of their interests.

And there stands a desolate, hopeless, dejected man, work-
ing some other man’s property, pillaging it, despoiling its
rich resources by virtue of the fact that it is not his, but
some other man’s, and at the end of the year, when they
cast up the account, this man who has worked in season and
out of season during the whole crop season finds himself
with no profit with which to go through the winter, with
nothing with which to buy magazines, medicines, or com-
forts for his family. It is a rather pathetic picture, and as a
man representing that section of the country I am ashamed,
almost, to describe it here before my colleagues, but God's
truth is the God’s truth wherever we stand face to face with
it. I do not know that the allegory applies all along the
line, and some of you may think that it is a fanciful descrip-
tion, but I tell you that the condition of the farm tenant in
some sections of the country does not fall far short of that
great allegorical poem, The Man With the Hoe, because
he is in large measure the forgotten man of agriculture—the
man with the hoe—as described by Edwin Markham:

Bowed by the weight of centuries he leans

Upon his hoe and gazes on the ground,

The emptiness of ages in his face,

And on his back the burden of the world.

Who made him dead to rapture and despair,

A thing that grieves not and that never hopes,
Stolid and stunned a brother to the ox?

Who loosed and let down this brutal jaw?

Whose was the hand that slanted back this brow?
Whose breath blew out the light within this brain?
Is this the thing the Lord God made and gave

To have dominion over sea and land;

To trace the stars and search the heavens for power;
To feel the passion of eternity?

Is this the dream He dreamed who shaped the suns
And pillared the blue firmament with light?

. . . . . L3

Slave of the wheel of labor, what to him

Are Plato and the swing of Pleiades?

What the long reaches of the peaks of song,
The rift of dawn, the reddening of the rose?
Through this dread shape the suffering ages look;
Time’s tragedy is in that aching stoop;

Through this dread shape bun:umil:y betrayed,
Plundered, profaned, and disinheri

Cries protest to the judges of the world-

And we here in the Congress of the United States are
his temporal judges this day, my friends. [Applause.] As
the chairman of this great committee has so well said, “It
is a challenge not only to our humanity, but to our eco-
nomic judgment.” What is the ultimate success of farm-
ing in this .country? The purchasing power in the aggre-
gate of the producers of the country. And when you de-
prive a man, as has been suggested, of the impulse and
the passion to succeed, that is generated by the conscious-
ness that he is working on his own acres, as the gentle-
man from Texas so well said, “You hasten tragedy, for
there is something in the very thought and sentiment of
ownership that seems to give some type of almost divine
aflatus to the efforts of a man, no matter how humble
he may be.” Do you own a farm, do you own a lot in
the city, have you fee-simple title to your own property?
Subconsciously the satisfaction is great to go out on your
own acres, on your own land, put your foot down upon it,
look up into the sky and say this, thank God, this little bit
is mine. [Applause.] But not so with these drifters, these
unhappy, these distressed men. And they are the men—
there are 3,000,000 of them in the United States of America
out of our total farm population—whom we are seeking in
this very limited approach to undertake ultimately to salvage
and save and “rebuild in them the music and the dream”, to
give to them as far as possible that feeling of ownership,
of their own, which I have so feebly underfaken to express.

Oh, it is candidly admitted that this bill does not go very
far. I heard the strictures of the gentleman from North
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Dakota [Mr, Lemxe] with reference to the inadequacy of this
bill. It is admittedly only capable of reaching a very negli-
gible percentage of those who need this assistance, but it is
the establishment by the Congress of the United States of a
policy, as suggested by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PaT-
MAN] in his short statement this morning. A great many
other useful things that have taken deep root in our govern-
mental enterprises started as experiments. I very well recall
when my honorable father was pioneering here in Congress
for Federal aid for the improvement of our national high-
ways. It was regarded as a dream, as unconstitutional, and
never possible of accomplishment, and he was content to take
an experimental appropriation of $75,000 to see if it would
work in practice as in theory. And you see the result. Take
the delivery of the mail. The rural free delivery of the mail
started as an experiment on a very short route, Who
would take that away today from the American people? The
same with the parcel post and with our present system of
vocational education and farm extension. It all started in a
small experimental way, and probably after all, my friends,
although I would prefer to have had $50,000,000 appropriated
for this bill, though we could not get it—and there have been
sound reasons, I think, on the part of the administration in
view of our present fiscal condition, to try to trim down as far
as possible these appropriations—probably in the long run it
may be best for us to feel our way with this thing, to set up
an organization, and I hope that organization is going to be
a practical thing o be handled by practical men who will be
on these county committees all over the country, and not
encourage tenants to take up a four or five thousand dollar
nicely painted house with lightning rods all over it, and
other burdensome and at first unnecessary improvements.

He can go out and build a log house to start with: just
the meager necessities, provided it would be his own. I
think the biggest factor today in this whole problem, in-
tensified upon the part of those people who are to be
served by this legislation, is the fact that they are going
to be given an opportunity to show that they can make
good as practical farmers; can put off the sackcloth and
ashes that they have worn for so many years with an in-
feriority complex and stand up and look into the face of
the sun and their Creator and say, “By the generous grace
of a sympathetic Government I am being given another
opportunity to prove ‘the mettle of my pasture.’”

As I conceive it, that is the objective of this legislation;
and we will work it out, I think, if we can get a start
here—not too fast. I do not want to go precipitately, be-
cause of all the measures that have ever been proposed in
the Congress of the United States this is one thing that I
do not want to see fail by a bad start. So, Mr. Chairman,
in this rather fragmentary fashion I have asked the in-
dulgence of the Committee to submit for their consideration
the spirit and, if I may use the word, the sacrament of this
legislation. The thing that has animated my ambition
about it, my desire to help in it, has been very feebly ex-
pressed, but I feel that it is possible for this great Govern-
ment of ours, without assuming in the long run too great
burdens, to take up out of the dust these men, to nurture
them to freedom by friendly assistance and Government
instruction and leadership, to make them again independent,
self-supporting, and extremely useful citizens for agricul-
ture, and for all of the best interests of our Republic., I
do hope that this bill will pass without any substantial
modification. If there are any differences of judgment be-
tween this body and others on the details of this legisla-
tion, it may well be ironed out in conference.

I thank you very much. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.
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Mr. BANKHEAD, I append hereto two tables of statis-
tics. The first shows the total of white and colored farm
population and total fenants by regional group, as follows:

All farm
population

All tenants | All tenants
(white) (colored)

Total

Division and State t s

United States. .| 31, 800, 907

(¢] phie divisions:
ew England (Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont,
Massachusetts, Rhode Is-
land, Connecticut).........
Middle}Mlan:i;: (Nswl Y“ﬁi
New Jersey, Pennsylvania).,
East North Central (Ohio,
Indiana, Ilincis, Michi-
, Wisconsin) . ...o.oaaee
W%tnth Central (Minne-
sota, Iows, Missouri, North
Dakota, South Dakota, Ne-
braska, Kansas)........--.
st e, e
M , Wes
Virgini

Bouth En.m]inn, Georgia,
Florida, District of Colum-
{1y AT AL U B et
East South Central (Ken-
tucky, T , Alae
bama, Mississippi).........
West South Central (Arkan-
sas, Louisiana, Oklahoma,
4 T T A U (S
Mountain (Montana, Idaho,
Wyoming, Colorado, New
Mexico, Arizona, Utah,
Nevads) -t 2y
Pacific (Washington, Oregon,
California)

10, 264,801 | 2,085,633 | 13,220,434

711, 486
1,903,933

56, 571 191
330,128 1,061

56, 762
332, 089

4,760,078 | 1,470,207 6,903 1,477,110

5,108,220 2,158 258 2,183,157

6,208,502 | 1,727,088 | 1,047,703 | 2,775 601

5,335,201 | 1,672,216 | 1,003,244 | 2,735,460

5,387,844 | 2,209, 855 774,460 | 3,074,315

310, 635
238, 043

6, 062
30, 210

316, 697
260, 153

1,188,018
1,183,445

The second table shows by group total number of farmers,
total white and colored tenants, and the total of all tenants.

Total ten-
All farm | All tenants | All tenants £
Division and State operators | (white) | (colored) ﬂ-ﬂ!ttOPBl'!
United Btates .o cccmeaeaae 6,812,350 | 2,222,184 642, 971 2, 865, 155
hic divisions:

eg England 158, 241 12,164 46 12, 210
Middle Atlantic. - -.eeeeeeaae 397, 634 63, 920 351 64, 271
East North Central_..._._._.| 1,083, 687 317, 31 1,523 318, 754
‘West North Central.._._____| 1,179, 856 497, 251 5,513 502, 764
Bouth Atlantic.... ... -] 1,147,133 336, 991 103, 051 530, 942
East South Central. ._....._.| 1,137,219 360, 666 253, 967 623, 633
‘West South Central..__.._._. 1,137, 571 495, 517 181,383 676, 800
WM ountain 71,392 70,979 1,108 72,085
Pacific 209, 567 58, 465 5,131 63, 596

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH].

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr, Chairman, I know I speak the
sentiment of every Member who has been in this Chamber
during the last 20 minutes when I say the address just de-
livered by the Speaker of the House has been an inspiration
to us all. [Applause.] He and the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs], in present-
ing this bill, have lent a dignity to this debate and a tone
which the importance of the measure amply warrants.

My excuse for inflicting myself upon you for 15 minutes
is due to the fact probably that I have been bound by a tra-
dition very much like the tradition described by the Speaker
a few momenis ago. No member of my family during the
last 150 years has been engaged in any business but farm-
ing. I refer to that group of the family that lives in a
certain area in western New York. If has always been a
fascinating problem to me. I have never been able to tear
myself away from it. Indeed, I have not tried. I join with
the prayer of certain Members that the Congress adjourn
quickly, that I may go home.

We are starting on a tremendous experiment. It has been
with great reluctance that I have been brought to the con-
clusion that we should start on such an experiment. My
inclinations have always been against the Government of
the United States taking any part in business or in
financing what might be termed private commercial under-
takings, be it upon a farm or in a factory.
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But this question of farm tenancy and its underlying
problems have become of such immense importance in the
life of the Nation, important from its social and political
aspects, as well as economic, that reluctantly,’as I admit,
I have come to the conclusion that the Federal Government
should undertake this cure. [Applause.] At the same time
I am not unmindful of the fact that governments, like
individuals, may make fearful mistakes in the management
or financing of business. While I am willing to see—
indeed while I am more than willing to see this experiment
start, and I rejoice that it is in a small way, nevertheless I
can visualize some mistakes which may be made which may
bring it to failure in the future. When I endeavor to point
out those mistakes I beg of you to believe that I do not
boast of knowing everything there is to know about farming.
Indeed, I have never met a man who knows everything
there is to know about farming. But there are certain
fundamental things which every good farmer, at least,
knows; certain fundamental principles the violation of
which over any considerable period of time will bring any
farming operation to ruin, no matter in what part of the
country it is undertaken.

Farm troubles in this country which, of course, have been
made much more acute as the result of drought, have been
growing upon us for 20 years or more. Some of them have
an economic origin, the loss, for example, of our foreign
markets, in which we were accustomed to rid ourselves of
surpluses of certain crops; accidents, acts of God as they
are sometimes denominated: Drought, floods, and in recent
years, very, very extensive droughts; and then, if you will
not regard it as impertinent, bad farming. We might just
as well admit that in certain directions and in certain im-
portant areas one of the contributing elements to farm dis-
tress has been unsound farming. I do not mean to seem to
scold, but I cannot blind myself to facts. My concern with
respect to this bill is that the Government, if it is to finance
the purchase of farms and lend 100 percent of the value of
the farms to the purchasers, shall see to if, if possible, with-
out undue regimentation, that sound farming be practiced;
otherwise, Mr. Chairman, from 25 to 50 percent of the effort
will go to waste. Bear in mind that tradition of which I
spoke and of which the Speaker spoke—in fact, I got it
from my father and he in turn got it from his father—that
the best thing for the land is the foot of the owner, an old-
fashioned farming adage. It implies that the owner is exer-
cising constant care and thought as he tramps across his
acres, that he loves those acres, and is intent so to manage
his farm that the fertility of the soil shall not be impaired.
Impair the fertility of the soil and the capital investment is
impaired, for the real capital of a farm is its fertility.

It so happens that I live in a strictly farming region in
which very, very few requests for aid under this hill will
arise. I live in a region fortunate above the average region.
In it very, very little demand for agricultural relief has
arisen in the last 20 years. I can say to you without the
violation of any confidence or the exposure of any secret
that within the 5 years that I have had the honor of serving
in the House of Representatives I have had only two letters
from farmers in my county, Livingston, in the Genesee Val-
ley of western New York, requesting farm-relief legislation.
This does not mean that they have not had their troubles;
this does not mean that the depression did not hit them
exceedingly hard in certain directions, but it does mean to
me—and I would have this borne in upon you—it does mean
to me that the tradition of sound farming has been prac-
ticed in that particular area so long as not only to assure a
preservation of the fertility of the soil but also to assure a
preservation of the spirit of independence of the owners.
This region is not alone; there are many other regions
equally fortunate, I am thoroughly and intimately ac-
quainted with a system of farming which has been in opera-
tion for 120 years. It is practiced not only by owners but
by tenants; and whenever I think of this bill and the possi-
bilities of the future in connection with it, my thoughts
revert to this thing with which I am familiar: It is utterly
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against the rule, a self-enforced rule, I may say, for the
good farmer in the region where I live to sell any rough
fodder off the farm; it must be fed to livestock. Through
the feeding of livestock the fertility is maintained.

I am in possession of records which show that these par-
ticular acres—and there are many, many farms under all
kinds of ownership—these acres are producing as many
bushels of wheat, of oats, of corn, and other crops as they
did 110 years ago. This is the result of sound farming.

Uncle Sam now proposes to finance the purchase of farms
and to put carefully selected men upon them. As you all
know, I am constitutionally opposed to undue regimentation
of the individual by the State, but if the State is to go info
this financing of commercial undertakings and is to risk 100
percent of the value of the undertaking, it may become in-
dispensable for the State to see to it that the property the
purchase of which it has financed is not injured by unsound
practices. Unsound farming extended over 3 or 4 succes-
sive years can just about destroy the present productiveness
of a farm. Unsound farming extended over 3 or 4 years may
require 5, 6, or 7 years of unremitting effort for the restora-
tion of the capital; in other words, the fertility of the soil.

This is not an easy thing that we are attempting; we shall
not solve it today. I am waiting to hear with great interest
the discussion of the amendments to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. BierMaNN], one of which I believe
impinges upon this question I have just touched upon. This
is an enormously difficult thing. I am not afraid to have
the Congress tackle it, but we would better not tackle it with
a hysterical enthusiasm, an excessive confidence that will
lead us to make all kinds of promises to all kinds of people
that agricultural Utopia is at hand.

I greet the presentation of this bill in a sympathetic spirit.
There are one or two things in it which I think should be
changed. In general I acknowledge that this problem has
become so great and so significant with respect to the future
of this country that the time has come when Uncle Sam
should make it his business to do what he can to help.
[Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
genfleman from Mississippi [Mr. Doxey]

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, in the brief time at my dis-
posal I cannot enter into an exhaustive discussion of this
measure, but I cannot repress the impulse to comment upon
the atmosphere of good feeling that is manifest in the gen-
eral debate on this bill. Our distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, appreciating that we had but a
limited time in which to discuss this bill, took but a few
minutes. He was followed by our beloved Speaker, whose
wholesome remarks were received by you with marked at-
tention. Our distinguished Speaker made not only a logical,
sound, and effective presentation of the farm-tenancy prob-
lem but he brought you a wealth of information which must
convince even those who are strangers to the problem that
it is most serious.

We appreciate, I know, the three very brilliant speeches
that have been made, including the speech of my distin-
guished friend from New York [Mr. WapsworTH], on the
other side of the aisle, who talked in such a convincing and
sincere manner. I say we do appreciate hearing these gen-
tlemen at this time for their speeches show not only their
interest in this problem but also their firm grasp of this
farm-tenant situation in which so many of us are vitally
interested.

Mr. Chairman, realizing that the time for general debate
on this bill is limited and that quite a number of Members
desire to speak on the bill, I propose to be brief in what I
wish to say here today regarding the bill that we are now
considering, H. R. 7562, known as the farm-tenant bill.

This bill is substantially the same as H. R. 6240, which
was reported by our Committee on Agriculture to this House
some several months ago.

The reason we are now considering H, R. 7562 instead of
H. R. 6240 is that in our efforts to get a rule to bring H. R.
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6240 before the House for a vote we had to compromise with
regard to the amount of the appropriation.

Under this bill, H. R. 7562, authorizations of appropria-
tions under title I of the bill (tenant provisions) are lim-
ited to $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1938, $25,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1939, and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year 1940.

Under title II (rehabilitation provisions) the $75,000,000
authorization has been eliminated, but the power of the
President to allot relief funds for the purpose remains. I
wish we could have secured funds to help the farmer pay
at a low rate of interest the mortgage that rests on his farm,
but we had to take what we could get.

Under title IIT (acquisition of submarginal lands) the ap-
propriations authorized are $10,000,000 for the fiscal year
1938 and $20,000,000 for the 2 fiscal years thereafter.

Our original bill (H. R. 6240) carried an appropriation
under title I of $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending
prior to July 1, 1942, Title II of H. R. 6240 carried for re-
habilitation leans an authorization for an appropriation for
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1938, and June 30, 1939, a
sum not exceeding $75,000,000 for each of such fiscal years.
Under this title IT of H. R. 6240 we tried to take care of
the farmer whose farm is mortgaged and give him the right
to secure money at a low rate of interest to pay off his pres-
ent indebtedness but under the new bill we had to eliminate
the authorization for this appropriation. Title III of H. R.
6240 (retirement of submarginal land) carried an authoriza-
tion to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1938, and $20,000,000 for each of the
three fiscal years thereafter.

It will not be my purpose here to discuss the reasons for
the authorizations for reduced appropriations. We did the
best we could and surmounted our many obstacles as best
we could. It has been a hard job to get any bill at all.

On Thursday, April 29, 1937, I made a speech on the floor
of this House wherein I discussed in defail H. R. 6240. That
was after the Rules Committee denied the House Commitiee
on Agriculture a rule for the consideration of H. R. 6240.

At that time I endeavored to explain H. R. 6240, section
by section and fitle by title, and implored the Rules Com-
mittee of the House to give us a rule so we could take this
legislation up in this House.

I am indeed gratified that we have been able to work out
a compromise and obtain a rule for the consideration of this
modified farm-tenant bill at this time, which is cited as the
Farm Security Act of 1937.

This has required time, tact, effort, and the spirit of giv-
ing and taking on the part of those who have had this farm-
tenant problem under consideration for quite some time.

At the outset I want us to bear in mind that the posi-
tion the House Committee on Agriculfure takes, as evi-
denced by this farm-tenant bill and the provisions contained
therein, differs materially from the position the Senate Agri-
culture Committee takes, as evidenced by the provisions of
the Senate farm-tenant bill, S. 106.

Of course, I do not know in what respects the membership
of this House will amend this farm-tenant bill that the
House Committee on Agriculture has worked so hard and
long on.

We have brought it on the floor of this House wide open
for amendments and after general debate, it will, of course,
be read under the 5-minute rule, and I know various and
sundry amendments will be proposed.

Of course, no one knows what the final vote will be or in
what form this House will pass this bill. However, I trust
that we will pass this House farm-tenant bill in substantially
the same form as it is now being presented to this House by
our House Committee on Agriculture. If we do amend this
bill here, I hope that whatever amendments this House
adopts will be helpful instead of hurtful in our efforts to
tackle this farm-tenant problem.

If the Senate passes a farm-tenant bill, it will, in my
judgment, be quite different to this farm-tenant bill that we
are now considering in the House.
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Of course the conference committee will have to be se-
lected and the whole matter as presented by the position of
both the House and the Senate on this question will have fo
be considered and threshed out in conference.

If the proposed legislation reaches that stage I am likely
to be selected as one of the House conferees, and I feel now
that the conferees will be faced with some rather serious
and fundamental questions involving this particular legis-
lation.

No one knows just what will be finally agreed to, and if
and when we finally work out our differences at this session
of Congress, no one knows what the Farm Security Act of
1937 will really contain,

I am sure all of us hope that we can get some real con-
structive legislation enacted at this session of Congress that
will enable this administration to tackle this serious and
complicated farm-tenant problem in a way that will lead to
lasting and worth-while results.

We know it is a vital question and one that certainly
presents a most serious problem to the present and future
generations of this country.

To my mind, it is certainly a problem so serious and far
reaching as {o require handling by the Federal Government.
However, we must ever be mindful that the Federal control
and supervision of this problem should be of a logical, practi-
cal, and reasonable nature.

As I have formerly said on the floor of this House in dis-
cussing this question, this farm-tenant problem is one that
should be cautiously and thoughtfully undertaken.

Personally I feel that the House provisions as set forth
in this bill, H. R. 7562, are much better than the provisions
of the Senate bill, S. 106. However, I am aware of the fact
that the President’s Special Farm Tenancy Committee, as
well as some of the heads of this administration, prefer the
provisions and philosophy of the Senate bill to those pro-
vided by our House farm-tenant bill

To my mind, this does not amount to more than a trifle,
and the policy of the administration in handling this matter
that will be shaped if and when we finally agree and pass a
farm-tenant bill is, to my mind, one of gredat importance.

If the idea prevails as set forth in the Senate bill, the
Government will be absolutely in the land-purchasing busi-
ness,

Under the Senate bill the Government buys the land in fee
simple and in turn sells the land to the prospective home
seeker. The Government retains title, and the tenant does
not and cannot receive absolute title to the property until
after a long period of years.

The Senate bill, to my mind, presents some serious and
grave problems in regard to taxation as to local, county, and
State requirements. This land should be subject to taxation.

I will not attempt here fo analyze the Senate bill. We
will cross that bridge when we get to it, as no farm-tenant
legislation has been considered on the floor of the Senate
thus far this session.

As my time is passing rapidly, I shall be glad to yield
to any of my colleagues for any questions they may desire
to propound relating to this bill that is now before the
House, because I know the Members are interested in
this bill, and, although it is not what a lot of us like, it
is the best we can do under the circumstances and is a
step in the right direction. It is the policy we have agreed
upon. I do not hesitaie to yield to any Member to answer
what questions I can with reference to how this act is
supposed to be administered. I shall be glad to answer
any questions I can with reference to the set-up under
this act, the benefits of which will be brought to every
district of the United States where farm tenancy exists
and where it is prevalent according to the need and as
far as the funds will go that we provide.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOXEY. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I call the gentleman’s atten-
tion to the language on page 4, line 15, paragraph 4, which
reads as follows:
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Be in such form and contain such covenants as the Secretary
shall prescribe to secure the payment of the unpaid balance of the
loan, together with interest thereon, to protect the security, and
to assure that the farm will be maintained in repair, and waste
and exhaustion of the farm prevented.

Mr. DOXEY. Yes.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is upon that point I endeavored
to address myself a few moments ago. I would like to have
the gentleman state to us, if he will, how far it is con-
templated the Secretary of Agriculture will obligate the
man who has purchased the farm with Government money
to refrain from unsound farm practices and, if he does
not so refrain, what will be his fate?

Mr. DOXEY. I have an opinion, and it may be specu-
lation on my part, because I cannot answer in detail those
questions which will be entirely up to the administrative
agency to determine. The matter will be regulated some-
what in this way: There will be the various county com-
mittees and these county committees will select, from
among the multitude that possibly will apply for the loan
to buy a farm, those who appear to be best qualified to
receive the benefits of this act. The county committees
will select applicants by taking into account their experi-
ence, character, standing, and also whether or not they
have dependents, are married, have made a partial suc-
cess of farming, have enough farming implements and
livestock to carry on their farming operations and so forth,
all leading to a final test of whether or not in their specific
cases they have been successful as farm tenants.

This bill applies only to people who are now farm tenants,
including laborers, sharecroppers, and those who get the big-
gest portion of their income from farming operations. It
does not say that a man who has possibly owned a farm in
the past and who has engaged in sound farming operations,
but on account of the depression or some other condition
that we know has been prevalent throughout the agricultural
sections of our country is now in the class of a farm tenant,
cannot be selected. When the individual is selected by the
county committee and the farm that he is supposed to buy
or be placed in charge of is selected, the contract is made.
I may say that what would be a real, practical, sensible, siz-
able farm in the Middle West would not be the same in the
deep South or in the county from which my distinguished
friend from New York comes. We know this bill can only
scratch the surface, but it will enable people to enjoy the
benefits from this particular bill if they will indulge in
sound farming practices. When the man is selected and
passed upon by the county committee, and approved by the
Secretary of Agriculture, or those acting under him, and the
farm is agreed upon, I imagine there will be an understand-
ing as well as a contract between that person and the
source from which he receives his benefits. This will be
his home, as has been so beautifully and touchingly de-
scribed by not only the Speaker of the House but by the
chairman of our Committee on Agriculture, as well as the
gentleman from New York.

With reference to that specific paragraph and what will
constitute waste and what will not constitute waste, that is
left in large measure to the sound, discretionary judgment
of the man who fills the position of owner and, of course,
to an extent it will be regulated by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. There is no Member of this Congress or no mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture who can definitely and
specifically outline the program in advance. That will
have to be worked out by the Secretary of Agriculture and
those assisting him in the administration of this bill

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOXEY. I gladly yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Does not my distinguished friend
feel that since we want to start off in a small way and con-
servatively, we should follow the example of other Govern-
ment lending agencies, or most of them, and require that
the tenant make some little down payment of say 5 per-
cent and put a ceiling to these loans, as we do in connection
with most other Government loans, providing that not mora
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than six or seven thousand dollars shall be lent to any one
tenant?

Mr. DOXEY. Of course, I listened very attentively to the
gentleman’s speech this morning and I wish I had time to
add something to what he said. The Committee on Agri-
culture has discussed every phase of this bill. We did not
just begin during the present session of this Congress to
study and work on this tenant problem. We started hear-
ings on the farm tenancy problem back in 1935. We have
worked assiduously on the measure and, as stated by the
chairman of the Agriculture Committee, there is a great
diversity of opinion. This bill provides for a county com-
mittee, which will take into consideration some of the things
I have enumerated and I imagine if they find an applicant
who is able to make a down payment, that will be quite a
factor in that individual’s being selected, you may say, from
the eligible list. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I have heard our distin-
guished Speaker refer to some tables. I do not know what
the tables are to which he refers and I do not know whether
he is going to put them in the Recorn. However, I have a
break-down of the statistics on the tenancy question with
reference to States. If our distinguished Speaker does not
include them in his remarks, I should like to revise my re-
marks and include therein these tables, showing not only the
number of farmers in each State and the number of tenants,
but the number of home owners, the number of farmers who
actually operate farms today but do not own them, and the
number of farm owners who do not operate their farms. I
think all this information will be helpful to the membership
of the House.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may state to the gentleman
from Mississippi that it would be necessary for him to obtain
the consent of the House for the inclusion in his remarks of
the tables to which he refers.

Mr. DOXEY. I just ask to revise and exiends my remarks
and set out these tables.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may extend his own
remarks, but the gentleman will have to obtain the consent
of the House to include the statistics to which he refers.

The consent of the House having been obtained, the tables
referred to are as follows:

Percent of tenancy in the United States, 19351

mal | il | et
num| num)

o il e e
farmers tenants d
Total, United States_.._-—-ceeeeeeeeem—-| 6,812,350 | 2,865,155 21
sine._...... 41,807 2,883 6.9
New Hampshire. . cccooeomaen e 17, 695 1,284 7.3
Vermont = 27, 061 2 043 10.9
Ohio. 255, 146 73,770 2.9
Indiana. 200, 835 63, 509 316
1llinois. 231,312 102, 856 4.5
Michigan 196, 517 37,334 19.0
Wisconsin 199, 877 41,285 2.7
Minnesota. 203, 302 68, 412 3.7
Towa. i 221, 986 110, 151 49.6
Missouri..... 278, 454 108,023 388
North Dakota._. 84, 606 33,122 30.1
Bouth Dakota. .... 83, 303 40, 477 48.6
Nebraskn. . oo 133, 616 808 49.3
........... 174, 589 76,771 4.0
Delaware 10, 381 3,610 34.8
Maryland. ... 44,412 12,090 27.2
District of Colambia. ... ocmeeaamcccaaaa 89 n 2.6
irginia. ... 107, 632 58, 386 20.5
West Virginia... 104, 747 27,021 25.8
North Carolina. .. 300, 967 142, 158 47.3
South Carolina 165, 504 102, 926 62.2
Georgia. - 250, 544 164, 331 65.6
Massachnsabte oo ri s i n o o s 35, 094 2 164 6.2
Rhode Island.__. 4,327 507 13.8
C ticut. 32,157 2,339 7.3
New York 177, 025 25,102 14.2
New Jersey 29,375 5, 242 17.8
Pennsylvania 191, 284 33,0271 17.7
Florida_... 72, 857 20, 399 2.0
Kentucky. . 278,208 103, 215 S
Tennesses. 273,783 126, 607 48.2
Alabama._ _ 273,455 176, 247 645

1 From census publications.
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Percent of tenancy in the United States, 1935—Continued

Total Total P;;";ec’,}"‘
Btate number number farmers
of of h

farmers | temants Enoanﬂg
Mississippi 311, 683 217, 564 60.8
Arkansas. 253, 013 151, 759 60.0
Louisiana 170, 216 108, 377 63.7
Oklahoma. 213,325 130, 661 6L 2
Texas 501, 017 286, 103 57.1
Montana 50, 564 13, 985 2.7
Idaho__ 45,113 12, 861 28.5
Wyoming. . 17,487 4,083 23.3
Colorado.._ 63, 644 24, 840 30.0
New Mexico. 41, 3A9 7,857 19.0
Arizona. 18,824 3,344 17.8
Utah__ 30, 605 4,582 14.9
Nevada 3, 696 533 14. 4
Washington._ 84, 381 16, 835 20.0
Oregon. ._ 64, 826 14, 065 2L7
California. 150, 360 32,696 2.7

Percentage of the value of farm real estate owned and not owned
by the operator, 1930*

Percent of equity
Total,
Ftste percent Not
owned Owned

Total, United States. ... oo cccmoaeeooc 100 58.0 &3. 0
Maine__....... 100 2.3 .7
New Hampshire. . 100 20.6 0.4
Vermont....__. 100 38.8 6.2
M husetts. 100 87.3 62.7
Rhode Island 100 38.8 61.2
Connecticut 100 35.7 643
New York 100 40.2 59.8
New Jersey. 100 43.2 5.8
Pennsylvania..._. 100 38.5 6L 5
Ohio. 100 50.2 490.8
Indiana.. 100 58.9 411
Tlinois. ... 100 70.7 2.3
Michigan. 100 44.9 55,1
‘Wisconsin_ 100 40.6 50.4
Mi ta 100 58.8 41.2
Towa.____ 100 70.8 20.2
Missouri....... 100 56.6 43.4
North Dakota 100 66.1 33.9
Bouth Dakota. 100 L7 283
Nebraska 100 67.0 33.0
Kansas____ 100 65.4 34.6
Delaware. 100 52.1 47.9
Maryland. 100 40.0 5L.0
Virginia. ___ 100 36.2 63.8
West Virginia_ 100 2.1 7.9
North Carolina. 100 520 480
Bouth Carolina_.__._. 100 60.9 39.1
Georgia. 100 64.9 35.1
Florida. 100 4.9 55.1
Kentucky. oo 100 410 59.0
: 100 47.8 52.2

Alabama. 100 62.1 37.9
Mississippi 100 67.8 322
Arkansas._ 100 64. 4 35.8
Lonisi 100 63.6 36.4
Oklahoma 100 69.5 30.5
Texas 100 66. 2 33.8
Montana 100 2.2 37.8
Idaho. 100 56.5 43.5
Wyoming 100 5.6 40.4
Colorado. .. 100 65.3 4.7
New Mexico. 100 60.2 30.8
Arizona. 100 65.0 35.0
Utah. . 100 41.6 58.4
Nevada. 100 5.8 45.2
‘Washington_ . 100 50.5 49.5
Oreeon... 100 40.7 50.2
California 100 53.9 46.1

1 From ecensus publications.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RicH].

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, we are now discussing the
Farm Security Act of 1937. Naturally I am as interested
in the security of the American farmer as any individual
Member of the House, and have been very much con-
cerned about the problems of the farmer. In my opinion
he is the hardest working and most industrious individual
in this country, spending many hours working on his farm
to secure a livelihood. And this applies not only to the
farmer on the farm but to the wife of the farmer who
spends more working hours than any other of the women
of this country in assisting the farmer in running the farm.
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These farmers are as fine a class of people as there are
living in this country today. But, I question very much
the benefits of some of the things which have been put
into effect as law by this administration, especially for the
farmers of my district. For instance, these reciprocal-trade
agreements, whereby farm produce is imported into this
country in greater and greater quantities today than ever
before. I know that is the case with dairy and farm prod-
ucts, and if that is aid and assistance to the farmer then
I do not understand the economics which this administra-
tion is trying to effect. We must keep the American mar-
kets for the American farmer.

In this bill, section 4la, provision is made that the
Secretary of Agriculture shall have power to appoint those
who are to administer the act without regard to civil-serv-
ice rules and regulations. This I am opposed to. I think
we should have the merit system in Government rather
than the old log-rolling political methods which those in
control of the House have so frequently objected to but
which they still support.

Why, it was only last week here in the House we Republi-
cans tried to get a vote on the C. C. C. bill and practically
every Member on the Democratic side refused to grant
civil service to the employees of the C. C. C. camps. Yet
you say you are in favor of civil service. It is just too
bad that a vote could not be had on the civil-service pro-
vision of that bill so you fellows could have been recorded.
Let your constituents know where you are by a vote. Do
not be afraid to be recorded. When they asked for a
rising vote only five Democrats stood up, and we were
unable to get a yea-and-nay vote.

It is appropriate here to add a few remarks on the state
of the Nation, showing that by repealing a lot of laws
which have been enacted we will benefit the farmer more
than by enacting this present bill.

We want to get down to sound solid facts rather than a
lot of political joyrides in legislation that will carry the
farmer farther away from security rather than nearer to it.
This Nation is right on a seething volcano, and if it erupts
the farmers and citizens of this country will have no se-
curity under our Constitution.

THE STATE OF THE NATION

We have reached the lowest point in the depression both
financially and morally from which we can survive as a
republic. It is impossible longer to conceal the facts about
or disguise the failures of the New Deal. The halo which
was skillfully built around the personality of Mr. Roosevelt
has just about disappeared. Today he stands revealed as
a very human being, a blunderer who obstinately clings to
the ill-conceived plans of his New Deal advisers.

That great changes are about to come in this country
can be forecast from the great wave of crime which has
lately come upon us and the absolute indifference of g large
part of the population to law and order. We have seen
those of our workingmen who refused to be exploited and
herded into labor organizations forced into idleness. We
have seen law and order give way before the assaults of
armed and organized mobs in many cities. The impotence
of State and Federal authorities in the situation has been
manifest throughout. In their zeal for the success of
friendly cooperators in the ranks of organized labor the
New Deal agencies have, at times, themselves become the
principal violators of the practices they so loudly condemn
in others.

The American workingman looks over the present situa-
tion and in the privacy of his home comes to the conclusion
that he will be the ultimate victim of the economic break-
down which appears to be upon us; he faces the facts and
finds that there has been but little of substantial value ac-
complished for him and his family.

Mr. Chairman, the workingman of America now knows that
we are more than $36,000,000,000 in debt. He knows that
the social security he has been promised is based on pauper-
ism. He knows that the frontiers that will be extended for
him are the frontiers of regimentation and collectivism.
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Mr. Chairman, while there are still many in the country
who will not willingly give up their hereditary notions of the
private right to work public wrongs, these present no greater
dangers to the Republic than the politicians whose ascent to
power has been followed time after time by raids upon the
public till on their own accounts, The huge army of public
employees—Federal, State, and local—has forced many of
the States for the first time in history to set up economic
trade barriers between each other. We are about to drive
out of business many of the great industrial leaders whose
services to the people and to the Nation are cheaply paid for
lt;-y allowing them the acquisition of moderate private for-
unes.

The demands of the Government for more and more taxes
and a greater share in the production by constant applica-
tions of the fax burden have forced many of these indus-
trialists into retirement or to seek other sources for the in-
vestment of their capital.

So the situation can be . The people of the
Nation no longer prostitute their hearts and hopes at the
footstool of Mr. Roosevelt. Events, not politicians, have
changed the national outlook. Five years ago the issue was
the national depression. Last summer it was the return to
prosperity. Today the issue is, Shall the Republic survive?

Mr. Chairman, the people of the Nation will no longer
quietly acquiesce in the demands of the President that he
be allowed full control over the purse strings of the Nation
and the economic life of the masses. This Congress has a
responsibility to the people and to the nations of the world.
Will Congress assume this responsibility?

This Congress must act. This Congress must do something
to end the uncertainty which clouds the citizen’s right to
work without interference from either the hand of a Federal
bureaucrat or the sanction of a labor organizer, Mr. Chair-
man, this is the state of the Nation today. May God save the
United States.

In that way and that way only can we give security to the
farmers and to all our citizens. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it is necessary for me to
take much time to point out the desirability of legislation
which will relieve the farm tenancy situation in this country.
I only regret it is such a big problem and has so many
ramifications it is impossible for us to solve it all by
legislation.

There are those this afternoon who have expressed their
regret that we are not attacking this problem in a more
extensive way, and I share that regret; that is, I wish we
might do more than I feel we shall be doing through the
passing of this measure. However, I think also there is
something to be said on behalf of a careful and cautious
approach. Whatever we may want to do, we know we can-
not through the expenditure or the lending of Federal
funds make every farm tenant a landowner in this country.
This is an impossibility. We have 2,800,000 farm tenants.
If we were to spend only $5,000 in putting each one of them
on a farm, it would mean the expenditure of $14,000,000,000.
However, I think we can, through this proposed legislation,
meager and inadequate as it may be, demonstrate within
the period of a few years whether er not this is the proper
method of approach, or one effective angle of approach, to
the problem. Therefore, I favor the measure we have before
us this afternoon.

As I stated in the beginning, it is generally recognized
that this is a grave national problem. It is not a problem
of recent origin, however, because beginning back in 1880,
when we had our first census figures on farm tenancy, there
has been a steady increase in farm tenancy until the last
b-year period, from 1930 to 1935, when the proportion of
tenancy underwent a slight decrease.

However, as I have just stated, the problem is not a new
one at all, nor is its gravity new, because during the two
decades from 1880 until 1900 we had a greater increase in
farm tenancy, both in numbers and percentage, than we
have had during the 35 years since that time. During that
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20-year period we had an increase in the number of farm
tenants in this country of 1,000,000, and a percentage in-
crease of approximately 10 percent. This was at a time
when our public lands were still open to settlement, and
during a period when 300,000,000 acres of new land were
brought into the farm acreage of this country. From 1900
to 1935 we had an increase in the number of tenants
amounting to 864,000 and an increase in percentage of 6.8
percent. In other words, the percentage increased from 35.3
to 42.1 percent.

From 1900 to 1930 there was a constant increase in the
percentage of tenancy, the greatest increase, however, oc-
curring between 1925 and 1930. From 1930 to 1935 the per-
centage of tenancy decreased from 42.4 per cent to 42.1 per-
cent; yet during that time there was an actual increase of
about 200,000 in the number of farm tenants in this coun-
try. However, during the same period of time there was
an increase of over 300,000 in the number of owner-opera-
tors, which accounts for the fact that the percentage has
gone down slightly.

This problem is so great and complex that we cannot pos-
sibly go into the causes of it in the brief time we shall have
this afternoon. The problem varies in different parts of the
country. In some sections it is not serious. It is a greater
problem in the South than in other parts of the country, yet
in the Middle West, particularly in the States of Iowa, Illi-
nois, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas, it is a serious
problem, because in all these States the percentage of farm
tenancy approaches 50 percent. It is 49.6 percent in Iowa,
49.3 per cent in Nebraska, 44.5 percent in Illinois, 48.6 per-
cent in South Dakota, and 44 percent in Kansas. Therefore
farm tenancy is a grave problem in those States and some-
what of a problem in at least half the States of the Nation.

The problem varies even in different counties within
States. In the State of Mississippi, which has the highest
percentage of farm fenancy, there is a large variation be-
tween the percentages of farm tenancy in different counties.
As I recall the figures, in one county the percentage is
only 11.4 percent, far below the national average, while
in another county it is about 96.8 percent. In the State
of Oklahoma there are wide variations, from a low of 30.6
percent to a high of 78.6 percent, and such variations exist
in all the States where farm tenancy is extensive.

There are other approaches to the solution of this prob-
lem than the one we are attempting to set up today. The
President’s Commission on Farm Tenancy made a number
of recommendations, of which Government financing of
tenants is only one. They put their finger on what I think
is one of the great causes of farm tenancy, speculation in
farm land. If you go to the States in the northeastern
part of the country, in New England and the North Atlantic
States, where the percentage of farm tenancy is smallest,
you will find that in these States for many years farm-land
values have been stable. If you go out into Iowa, Kansas,
Nebraska, the Dakotas, and other States in that area, you
will find that during the same period of time there have
been quite violent fluctuations in the prices of farm land.

You will find, I think, that even today a great deal of the
farm land in the Middle West is priced higher than will pay
interest upon the investment. Of course, one of the reasons
for the great fluctuations in the price of farm lands is the
fluctuation in the price of agricultural products. If these
prices could be stabilized, this would have a great effect upon
reducing this particular cause of farm tenancy, but I have not
the time now to go into any further discussion of that phase
of the question. ]

One thing that should be remembered in connection with
any discussion of the question of farm tenancy in the South
is that there are two classes of tenants there, one the class
which the Bureau of the Census classifies as a tenant, and the
other a class which is classified as a sharecropper, a group
which, in effect, is more nearly composed of farm laborers
than anything else, because, while they take a share of the
crop that they make, yet they ordinarily have nothing to say
about the management of their operations or the crop they
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will grow, but simply occupy the status of working for some-
one else, getting their compensation out of the crop rather
than in cash.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have to approach the solution of
the problem of the sharecropper, perhaps, from a different
angle than we do that of the tenant who has had some experi-
ence in management, who has his own property in the way
of farming implements and livestock, and who has gone a
little further up the rung of the agricultural ladder.

The authors of the book The Collapse of Cotton Tenancy,
one of whom is Dr. W. W. Alexander, Administrator of the
Resettlement Administration, conclude that it is practically
impossible for tenants in the South to accumulate property
or to become independent. The reasons which are given in
support of this conclusion are: First, the agriculture that
the tenant knows fits only the old system; second, the banks
cannot finance the tenant because they are geared to the
needs of the plantations; third, the cost of merchant credit
leaves little or nothing for captial accumulation; fourth, the
crop-lien credit system has destroyed his independence in
marketing his crop. Not only do the reasons given above
seem to make the problem in the South more difficult than
that of the Nation as a whole but, in addition, as mentioned
above, the sharecropper particularly does not at this time
have either the education, experience, or background to
enable him to graduate into the ranks of landowners. Many
students of the problem believe that it will never be possible
to make independent landowners out of this group and that
whatever attempts are made for the relief of this situation
should be directed, at least for the time being, to improving
their status as sharecroppers and tenants,

The bill which we have before us today is based upon the
idea that while we cannot help all of those who are deserv-
ing of assistance in becoming farm owners, we ought to do
what we can to help the most deserving, those who are more
nearly ready to undertake the obligations and the burdens of
farm ownership.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for a question just at that point?

Mr. HOPE. For a very brief question; yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Since the Government, manifestly,
is unable to help all, would it not prevent discrimination if
there were some qualifications so as to enable the aid to be
extended to the most deserving and thereby give all the
same opportunity to qualify?

Mr, HOPE. I think that is true, and this bill does provide
some qualifications which will enable the local committees
to choose the most deserving,

Mr, WHITTINGTON. May I be more specific by saying
that the qualifications should be that a man is able to fur-
nish at least a part of the purchase price or is better
qualified by experience to operate a farm?

Mr. HOPE. Of course, that is an element that the local
committee should carefully consider. I think the success
or failure of this approach to the problem is going to de-
pend very largely upon the local committees. If we have
local committees the members of which are conscientious
and will give their time and their effort to a job at which
they are going to be very poorly paid, and who will exer-
cise proper judgment and discretion in the selection of the
tenants, the plan has a much better chance of being suc-
cessful. Local committees can also be of great assistance in
the selection of desirable farms and in seeing they are
secured at fair prices.

In conclusion let me say that I think it is particularly im-
portant that we recognize this bill as an attempt to solve
the many-sided tenant problem from only one angle. There
are many other things which need to be done not only by
the Federal, State, and local governments, but by individ-
ual and community efforts as well. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Rges]l.
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Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr, Chairman, first, I want to

express my appreciation to the Members who have spoken
preceding me on the presentation of this important ques-
tion, which we have up for consideration this afternoon.
This is, after all, a gigantic problem and the measure we are
considering now, of course, admittedly is an experiment at
best.
We are considering the matter of expending some $10,-
000,000 which, when divided among the various divisions of
the United States, gets prefty small, being approximately
$3,000 for each county in the United States, if you please.
So it naturally resolves itself into an experiment which,
after all, is well worth trying. When we appreciate the
fact that the condition with reference to farm tenancy is
continually growing worse, we realize it is high time for us
as individuals and as Members of Congress to take hold of
this problem and try to help bring about its solution to some
extent at least.

The general intention of the bill before us today is to
reduce to some extent the number of farm owners who are
becoming tenants in this country. Our attention has just
been called to the fact that some 50 years ago 24 percent of
our farmers were tenant farmers, but that now half of them
are tenant farmers. In Mississippi we are told that 60 per-
cent are tenants, in South Carolina 62 percent, in Alabama
64 percent, and Georgia 65 percent. Between 35,000 and
40,000 farmers are becoming tenant farmers every year. So
we have approximately some 2,865,000 tenant farmers and
3,800,000 farm owners. L

I want, however, to call your attention this afternoon to
a measure pending before Congress that I deem is of con-
siderable importance to the country at large, and especially
to those who are interested in agricultural pursuits. If is
with reference to H. R. 6763, which passed this House on
June 7, and is now pending before the Senate.

This hill provides for the extension for 1 additional year
of the 31%-percent interest rate on Federal land-bank loans
and for a 4-percent rate for the following year on land-
bank loans and land-bank commissioner loans. The pres-
ent extension expires on July 1 this year. Unless this ex-
tension is granted, the farmers holding Federal land-bank
loans will go back to the payment of the old rate of interest
as it existed 2 years ago. In other words, in just 3 days
the present extension expires, and the farmers who owe
these loans will be charged with an additional inferest rate
of from 1 percent to 2 percent.

The thing that causes me to call your particular atten-
tion to this bill is the text of the President's letter, dated
June T, directed to the chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House and to certain Members of the Senate,
wherein he opposes the reduction in interest rates on Farm
Credit Administration loans. He states in the letter that
he is “disturbed by the provisions of this bill” and believes
the Members of Congress should be advised of the situation
which will be created by the passage of that measure. He
says, among other things, that any reduction below the
rates of interest that were formerly provided by the Federal
land bank would create a gift to the farmer from the Fed-
eral Treasury, and he also states that the borrowers from
the Federal land bank, under this bill, “are given an annual
grant or gift by legalizing an abnormally low rate of
interest.”

He further states that the reduction in the interest rates
to the farmers by the Federal land bank and the Land Bank
Commissioner, as provided by the terms of this bill, will cost
the United States Government more than $40,000,000 per
year, and that the passage of this bill was not contemplated
in the preparation of the Budget for the fiscal year of 1938.
He says he is definitely seeking the balancing of the Budget,
and that the Budget must not be thrown out of balance
through extra appropriations or obligations.

First, I should like to give due credit fo the administra-
tion for having given this problem the consideration to
which he believes it is entitled. I am also in favor of bal-
ancing the Budget, just as soon as it possibly can be done,
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and do not want that bill to create a further deficit in the
United States Treasury.

I propose first to show that I do not believe there should
or will be a deficit that will require the need of an appro-
priation from the Treasury, by reason of the extension of
the present interest rates by the Federal land bank, or the
Federal Land Bank Commissioner, for a period of 1 more
year. I do not believe this measure is going to cause a raid
on the United States Treasury by the farmers of this
country, in any sense of the word. However, let me sug-
gest that even if the passage of this bill should result in
the creation of a small subsidy on the part of the Treas-
ury—that the administration is inconsistent in opposing it.

I realize we should not grant subsidies to one group of
persons just because we have granted them to other groups
of persons or concerns—but we should take into account at
least, that subsidies have been granted by the hundreds of
millions of dollars to municipalities and private corpora-
tions, as well as individuals, during the past few years.

In the discussion of this bill, I do not want to go into a
discussion of those expenditures, except to call your atten-
tion to the fact that during the 6 months Congress has
been in session, it has exceeded its estimated appropriations
by millions of dollars. This seems not to have disturbed
the adminisiration or its leaders. The House has already
appropriated about $600,000,000 for the Navy, and $425,000,-
000 for the Army. You will recall that amendments have
been made to the various appropriation bills, increasing the
liberal recommendations of the Appropriations Committee
of the House, in many instances, amounting in all to many
millions of dollars.

I do not want to take oo much of your time at this point.
You will, however, recall that, without much opposition,
during this session this House has agreed to spend a vast
amount of funds from the Federal Treasury that were not
originally contemplated by the committee having the meas-
ures in charge. For instance, only a few days ago this
House agreed to spend $7,000,000 for a tract of timberland
in California that is to be added to a national park. I am
informed that this tract is 15 miles away from the park.
This House agreed to spend without the matching of State
funds, $5,000,000 to complete or extend the building of a
national highway in North Carolina and two or three South-
ern States, There are so many instances where we have
exceeded the committee recommendations.

I mention these items to show that, generally speaking,
the administration does not seem to be so much “disturbed”
about the expenditure of a large amount of funds from the
Federal Treasury, even in many instances beyond the
amounts suggested by our committees,

During the past 4 years, according to statistics furnished
by the Department of Agriculture, 27 out of every 1,000 farm
owners in this counfry lost their farms for the reason that
they were not able to pay their interest and their taxes.
And I believe that you will agree with me that with com-
paratively few exceptions this failure came about by cir-
cumstances over which they had no control. Thousands of
farmers in the last 4 years have lost their homes. They
have either become tenant farmers or have in many cases
gone on the relief rolls.

We have here a serious situation. I cite these figures fo
you to show that the farmer’s condition is far from being
solved and that he is going to need some further assistance,
for a while at least, if he is expected fo live on his own farm.

Now, I should like to call your attention to the fact that
there are 639,800 land-bank and land-bank-commissioner
borrowers in the United States which, I am informed, in-
cludes about 37 percent of the farm loans in this country.
About 77 percent of these borrowers had paid their interest
ai the end of the year 1936. According to Federal land-
bank figures, there were 95,300 farmers who were unable to
take care of their interest items and the taxes which became
due at the end of last year. This by reason of crop failures
and adverse conditions. These farmers could not meef their
obligations. These farms involve an investment of approxi-
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mately $428,800 worth of land. This number would have
been greater had it not been for the reduction of interest
heretofore granted by this Congress.

We are dealing with a stupendous problem this afternoon.
It seems to me that if we are going to save the farms for
the farmers, that the least thing we can do is to maintain
the present rate of interest on Federal land-bank and com-
missioner loans for another year, and the reason I call your
attention to it now is because the bill is in the hands of a
committee in the Senate, and, with the administration ap-
parently opposed to it, I believe the situation can be most
important.

One of the things we have been discussing during this
session of Congress is trying to keep people from the relief
rolls. We have talked about the farmers who are on relief
rolls, and yet we find between 35,000 and 40,000 farmers, on
an average, are losing their farms each year. If you want
to keep men off the relief rolls—if at this particular time
you want to help the farmer to help himself—let us see that
the present rate of interest is maintained, and let us assist
materially some 685,000 farmers who will be benefited
thereby and without, in my opinion, any expense to the
Federal Government.

A good deal has been said about the low rate of interest
granted to farmers by the Federal agencies during the pres-
ent emergency. I grant you that it is a comparatively low
rate, but not as compared with the rates granted to railroad
companies and corporations which have been assisted by the
use of Government funds. Furthermore, when these Ioans
were first made the interest rate was 4% and 5 per-
cent. The interest rate that is now being paid for the use of
this money is approximately 3 percent. And let us not for-
get that the farmer, when he makes his loan, buys stock
for an amount equivalent to 5 percent of the amount of his
loan; and since we have some $2,000,000,000 in farm loans,
we have approximately $100,000,000 of the farmers’' money
paid to the Federal land banks that helps to guarantee the
payment of these obligations. Also, when the farmer made
his loan, he paid the secretary of the local organization a
fee on a percentage basis on his loan for services in securing
the loan for him.

Furthermore, if you will examine the statement of the
Federal land bank for the year 1936, and the first guarter
of 1937, it will show a net profit of some $22,000,000, with
sufficient reserves that have been set up to protect the bank
against losses of shrinkage on account of judgments, fore-
closures, and real estate owned, and so forth.

It is my contention that with the $22,000,000 of profits al-
ready shown by the Federal land bank, and the profits that
should accrue during the next year, by the careful manage-
ment on the part of those in charge of Federal farm mortgage
organizations that there will be more than enough profit to
offset the slight reduction in interest rates, and at the same
time maintain a sound financial situation so far as the land
bank is concerned.

If the farmers of this country can raise a good crop this
year and have a fair price for it—the delinquencies in the
payment of interest and taxes will be at a minimum in a
year from now. If you want to help the farmer to help
himself, here is a chance where you can assist a great num-
ber of representative persons who are engaged in the busi-
ness of agriculture in this country. They are not asking
for alms in any sense of the word. All they are asking for is
an even break. Let’s help provide it to them if we can.

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. MITCHELL].

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, as a result
of legislation enacted during the past 4 years by the Demo-
cratic Party, increased income has come to the farmers of
America and with it, a revival in all business. Restored
purchasing power has resulted in improved business con-
ditions in the cities. The wheels of factories, mills, mines,
and railroads are again turning, and all this gained in the
face of unusual natural disaster—the droughts and floods
of recent years. But the consequences of these unusual
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natural conditions have not been as severe as the man-
made disaster from 1929 to 1933, when bankruptcy and ruin
overtook the American farmer and his earnings were swept
from under him. Because of the legislation passed by the
Roosevelt administration, national recovery has been real-
ized and the progress made by agriculture has been of
tremendous assistance to the entire Nation in recovery from
the depths of depression. The Agricultural Adjustment Act
was the keystone in the arch of the Nation’s recovery. At
present, we have the Soil Conservaticn program, supple-
mented by marketing agreements, surplus crop removal,
commodity loans, flood- and drought-relief measures.

We have laid the foundation for an economically sound
national farm policy. The Committee on Agriculture, of
which I am honored to be & member, is now working with
the farmers and the farm organizations on a permanent
legislative program to safeguard food supplies and farm in-
come. We hope to draft a bill that will make possible leg-
islation to store up reserves of farm crops from surplus years
for use in lean years. To preserve and build up the fertility
of the soil, to stabilize the supply and prices of farm prod-
ucts, and to increase the farmer’s income. This proposed
legislation we hope to soon have ready for consideration by
the House.

Today we deal with the farm-tenant bill. We provide for
loans to be made available to sharecroppers, laborers, and
tenants. Fifty years ago one out of every four farmers was
a tenant., Today two out of every five are tenants. Statis-
tics tells us that for the past 10 years there has been an
annual yearly increase of tenants of about 40,000 farmers.
This must not continue in the future. Sound Ilegislation
must be provided by which unfortunate people may be able
to secure land or credit with which to make a crop and
purchase a home. By so doing, a large measure of poverty,
social unrest, and economic insecurity will be eliminated.
The farm-tenant bill, now under consideration, proposes to
remedy this condition and provide money for distressed farm
tenants. It will prevent the tendency of landowners to
become tenants, and tenants to become laborers, and labor-
ers to become objects of charity. The bill authorizes loans
to be made at an interest rate of 3 percent per annum for
a period of 30 years, with which to buy farm lands. The
appropriation made available in the bill is $10,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and $25,000,000 for the
year 1939, and not to exceed $50,000,000 for the year
1940.

Only farm owners, farm tenants, farm laborers, and share-
croppers are eligible for this loan. To my mind it is & most
meritorious bill. I have been greatly interested in helping
to secure legislation of this kind before our committee.
We have held extensive hearings, which are now in the
hands of the Members of the House. My regret and disap-
pointment is only because of the small appropriation carried
in the bill, which has been made necessary because of the
economy drive. I hope by next year it will be possible to
increase the appropriation and to amend the bill from year
to year that more money will be made available for those in
need of this assistance and to prevent the further losing of
farm homes and lands by their owners.

There is provided in the measure a local county com=-
mittee of three members to be appointed by the Secretary
of Agriculture to supervise the loans provided for in the bill
This will guarantee proper appraisal on the part of the bor-
rowers and a fair basis upon which the Government can
carry out the provisions of this act.

The future of America is inseparably bound with our
farms and farmers. The farmer employs more laborers
than all the railroads, mills, mines, and factories combined.
He has more invested in capital than do all other lines of
business. The successful management of this great invest-
ment and basic industry affects the future welfare of our
country. It is a national problem and should be treated as
such. The successful management of the farm is essential
to the existence of all other business, The farmer feeds and
clothes the world. He produces new wealth from the soil he
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cultivates each year. He is the foundation of all national
prosperity, If he does not have buying power, the wheels
of industry stop. What would happen if the farmers in the
United States should go on a sit-down strike as we witness
today in many of our factories? Who would feed and clothe
the city dweller and the factory worker? The answer is, He
would go naked and hungry, seeking relief, with none to be
had; yet the farmer works longer hours and more days per
week than any mill or factory.

Not only does the farmer do this, but all the members
of his family have their long hours, from early morn until
late in the night, they each go about their daily task. If
the drought, or the flood, overtakes him, he must continue
his efforts. The tax gatherer and the banker levy their
tribute just the same, whether the season is good or bad,
whether the prices of farm products are high or low. No
delays or stay of judgment is tolerated by the interest col-
lector, nor can the payment of taxes be deferred. The one
basic industry that must carry on is agriculture. America
must be fed. Happy homes are the only guaranty that lib-
erty and freedom possess. Without them anarchy and com-
munism overtake us.

On the Union Railway Station building here in Washing-
ton are inscribed these prophetic words: “The farm, the best
home for the family, the main source of national wealth, the
foundation of society.” How true are these words. Farm-
ing is the most satisfying life of our people. Here content-
ment and happiness are most often found. It is where the
young men and young women are o receive their first and
best training for future citizenship. The security of our
Nation and of our people is wrapped up in the farm life.
Liberty and freedom had their birth in the open spaces and
in the country life. The love of home and the farm is the
basis for the love and devotion we feel for our State and
Nation. It is around the fireside and in the family circle
that patriotism has its beginning. The city environment
cannot, and does not produce the serenity of soul, and the
clarity of vision, and the steadfastness of purpose, as does
the farm and country life, This fact was well-known by
our forefathers when they settled America. It was their
purpose that every man should own his home and farm.
Westward they went and settled the fertile acres between
the Atlantic and the Pacific. They fought for more acres
to have more farm homes. Today, amidst all the friction
and strife that obtains in the industrial and manufacturing
centers and cities in our country, the farm home stands as
a beacon light to calm and still the waves of discord and
discontent.

If the farmer can have equal opportunity with industry
and receive parity prices for his crops, and if he can receive
his share of Government credit and protection, that is all
he asks. He does not seek a dole. He seeks only equality
in commodity prices, in interest rates, and in taxes. No
farm home in this country should be required to pay a tax
where the farm is valued at $2,500 or less. The people of
America should be encouraged to become home owners.
Too many in the cities and towns all ready. Many of them
could, and would become self-sustaining on the farm.
Their families would be better off in health, in happiness,
and in all the things worth while in life, if they would ex-
perience the dignity of honest toil on the farm. . The city
life weakens, rather than makes strong. It is mechanical
and machine like. Every day like the preceding one. No
diversity of employment, no change of surroundings, no
independence of action or freedom of initiative, no broaden-
ing of the vision, no communion with nature, no inspiration
from the hills.

The 30,000,000 farmers in America should continue to or-
ganize for their own protection and security, the same as has
industry. They are entitled to a fair and stable income,
the same as the laborer in the mill or the factory. They are
entitled to the same convenience to satisfy home needs,
as others—cheaper electricity, cheaper farm machinery,
cheaper fertilizer, and cheaper interest rates.

They are entitled to a foreign policy that will encourage
peace with other nations and a greater market abroad for
their farm products.
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They are entitled to a soil conservation program. Lands
unsuited for cultivation or land that is unprofitable should
be taken out of active cultivation.

Better opportunities for the farmer to own his land and
his home must be afforded him. This, the bill under con-
sideration seeks to do. Greater security for tenants and
sharecroppers and greater incentive to laborers to become
home owners is provided for in this measure. The bill is a
step in the right direction.

Much better and more far-reaching is the measure than
the resettlement and homestead programs. They have been,
and will continue to be, an expensive experiment. To my
mind, the so-called homesteads will result, and have already
done so0, in great waste of the taxpayers’ money and a still
greater disappointment in the future to the homesteaders
themselves. Too much waste and exfravagance, too many
inexperienced, so-called experts and blueprint farmers and
builders have been put in control and permitted to experi-
ment with the taxpayers’ money. It will be a disappoint-
ment throughout the years and will not succeed unless and
until men are put in charge to superintend these projects
who are actual farmers by experience and who have made
a success on their own farms, and who, above all, must know
the value of a dollar, and who himself is a taxpayer. No
so-called “brain truster” or theorist can successfully carry
on a development of this kind, as they have tried to do in
the past, with any other result than a waste of the people’s
money.

The farmer may and does profit by advice and expert
assistance, but at last he must be an individualist and
work out his own salvation and be the author of his own

-destiny, if he is to succeed. Individual effort and personal

planning has builded a great civilization in America in the
past 150 years. It will likewise be responsible for our
development in the future. Every farmer and businessman
must be the captain of his own soul and pilot his own ship,
if he is to succeed. The Government can stand by and
aid the farmer and business, as it should do, but at last
the farmer and businessman must be responsible for re-
sults. This alone encourages him to carry on. Thrift,
economy, fair dealing, and the good-neighbor policy will
make him sovereign. If will lead to success. Service and
honest toil bring their own reward in the great stretch of
years ahead, when the shadows fall in the evening across
the western slopes.

It is not easy to bring about, by legislation, protection
against the drought, flood, frost, or plague, but cooperation
and teamwork upon the part of the farmers themselves will
largely make this possible. The Congress can substantially
aid by proper legislation and the pending bill, in its provi-
sions, will afford great assistance to many deserving bor-
rowers and new home owners.

A higher standard of living will be gradually experienced
by the less fortunate by legislation of this kind. I regret
that the appropriation provided in the bill is not sufficient
to do what we would like fo for all the tenant farmers and
the home owners in America, but it is a step in the right
direction. It is a milestone in the march of progress. Much
has been done to aid agriculture in the past few years, and

‘much more remains to be done in the future. The home
.owners and the farmers are the last great hope in America.

I confidently believe, if we are to be saved from communism,
socialism, and the Reds, it will be because of the stabilizing
infiluence of the farmers in the United States. They will be
the defenders and preservers of our liberty and our institu-
tions in the future as in the past. It is to them that
industry owes its life and existence. Business could not
exist, nor the professional man live, except the farmer who
feeds and clothes him, and provides a market for his mer-
chandise, and pays to it and to him his bills from the earn-
ings of the good earth. Let the Congress continue to con-
cern itself with the farmers’ problems. The present admin-
istration has been most helpful and, while the farmer has
a friend in court, let him demand and receive equal rights
and equal opportunities with the manufacturer, and all other
industry. The industrialist has been subsidized and pro-
tected throughout the years. Let us give the American
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farmer a legislative program that will afford him economic
security and equality of opportunity.

As was so well said by President Roosevelt in his recent
message to Congress:

When fully half the total farm population of the United States
no longer can feel secure, when millions of our people have lost
their roots in the soil, action to provide security is imperative and
will be generally approved.

This is certainly true. The Federal Government cannot
alone accomplish the end desired. We must have the co-
operative effort of local and State institutions. We must
make possible farm ownership to tenants who have ability
and experience, but who cannot become owners without as-
sistance. Loans must be made by the Federal Government
to those who are about to lose their farms and who need
credit extensions. 'The passage of this bill will aid the ten-
ants, sharecroppers, and farm laborers to become home own-
ers. This is certainly to be desired by all of us.

We must endeavor in every possible way to increase the
income of the farmers of America. They must be protected
in what they sell because of the price they are required to pay
when they buy. We must also endeavor to have land values
become more stable. Too much fluctuation in the price of
real estate has existed in the past. We must make it pos-
gible for our farmers to receive their share of the national
income. This is a national problem. The public welfare
demands it. We must provide the normal requirements of
the people for food and sufficient reserves must be main-
tained to protect the people against the hazards of weather,
drought, flood, pests, and disease, and also against the dan-
gers of international crises. We must continue with added
interest our soil erosion and soil conservation program to
protect our land resources. We must also provide for the
retirement of submarginal lands of the country from culti-
vation as provided for in this bill. Soil fertility of the farm-
lands must, at all times, be maintained and increased. A
proper and effective national adjustment of production in
line with the demands of consumption is essential. The
Government must assist in aiding the farmer to control the
movement of his crops to market after they have been pro-
duced in order that the prices he is to receive will be sta-
bilized at such levels as to always insure parity income to
farmers and fair prices to the producers,

National prosperity and security exist only when the buy-
ing power of the farmer is made secure and certain. The
consuming public is entitled to have the normal granary
and the food reservoir sufficient to meet its demands.

AGRICULTURE MUST NOT BE THE FORGOTTEN INDUSTRY IN AMERICA

The farmer needs to organize for his own protection, as
kas industry. His production of farm goods must be ad-
justed to adequate home needs and to foreign demand.
Foreign policies to encourage peace with other countries and
an increased market abroad for our farm products is de-
manded. We must afford better opportunities for the
man with the hoe to own his land and increased security
for tenants and owner-operator. Industrial policies to in-
sure abundance to the wage earners and farmers alike, is
needed. Within the past few years and during the Roosevelt
administration, more beneficial legislation has been passed
than under any previous administration in the history of
our country. Let us continue this policy of making more
secure the farmers, who feed and clothe us.

Let the farmer continue his fight for equality of oppor-
tunity, He deserves to win. He has had many long, lean
years. He is the owner of the greatest industry in America.
His success means your success. Let us pass the pending
bill. I am proud I was born and raised on a farm, I am
proud of this heritage. My father was a farmer. My
people have all been farmers before me. I have always
engaged in farming myself. I am honored to represent the
people of the Fourth District of Tennessee and farming is
the principle business of my people. It is a great agricul-
tural district and confributes much in food supplies, live-
stock, and general farm resources. Let us undertake, for
the first time in the history of the Nation, this constructive
and helpful piece of legislation. We are making worth-
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while history for the future in the passage of this measure.
[Applause.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN].

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the distin-
guished chairman of our Committee on Agriculture, Mr.
Jones, stated a very certain fact when he said that he had
considerable difficulty in the committee in arriving at
some conclusion on the farm-tenant bill now before this
Committee. The hearings which are available covering
H. R. 8 are not the hearings on the bill now before the
Committee, because the policies outlined in our committee in
H. R. 8 are totally different from the principles involved in
the bill now under consideration. H. R. 8 provided that the
Government should go into the land business and buy farms
and distribute those farms to individuals selected by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, through the county committees, while
the bill before us today provides that the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall make loans to farmers who desire to purchase
farms and who receive the approval of county committees
and the Secretary of Agriculture. The farmers in this in-
stance will immediately get title to the land they purchase,
while under H. R. 8, which was not reported by the com-
mittee, they would not have received title until they had
operated the land from 20 to 40 years.

I do not believe the bill now under consideration—and I
feel sure it will pass the House—will remain in its present
form when it gets to the United States Senate. I am satis-
fied that the bill will be amended and that the old Bankhead
bill will be substituted. In other words, they will put in the
farm-tenancy legislation, the original bill, which was re-
jected by the Committee on Agriculture affer 11 weeks of
debate in the committee.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield.

Mr. KELLER. Will the gentleman tell us the difference
in the two bills specifically?

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I have just stated that
the bill which was before the committee, which was rejected
by the Committee on Agriculture, sets the Government up in
the land business, so that the Government would go out and
buy land and select future owners to occupy it, and that they
would be from 20 to 40 years in paying for it, while in this
instance the tenant may exercise his own judgment, may go
out and pick out a farm, go to the county committee and
make application for a loan, and if it is approved by the
county committee and the committee thinks the farm is all
right and the value is all right, then he can get a loan up to
the enfire purchase price of the farm if the value fixed by
the county committee is the same as the purchase price.

Mr. HOOK. In other words, the committee decided to
write its own legislation?

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman is correct.
We tried for 11 weeks to write this bill. The chairman of
the committee tried his best to get a majority of the mem-
bers to write the kind of a bill he wanted, but after all these
weeks of debate, the committee finally wrote the bill which
the committee decided it wanted. That is the bill that is
before us.

This bill has been termed “an experiment.” That is not
exactly correct, because the Resettflement Administration
under the Department of Agriculture, has been conducting a
similar experiment for the last 215 or 3 years. They have
purchased thousands of farms throughout the United
States in all sections. They have selected tenants or
individuals to occupy those farms. Many of you know some-
thing about the experience of the Resettlement Administra-
tion and the unsatisfactory results. I know of an instance
in my own congressional district where they completed a re-
settlement homestead project 2 years ago, and to this date the
52 tenants, or purchasers, do not know how much they are
going to pay for those homes which they have purchased
from the Government.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Minnesota 5 additional minutes.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

I\Ilhr, ANDRESEN of Minnesota. In just a moment I will
yield.

I have tried for the last 9 months to have the Resettlement
Administrator tell me how much each of his subsistence
homesteaders will have to pay for his home. They all want
to know. Still he fails or refuses or is unable to give the
information. As a consequence, a great many of those home-
steaders have become disgusted and have moved off of the
premises, because they do not know whether they have
title or ever will get title, or how much they will have to
pay for it in the end.

Possibly some of the things that the Resettlement Admin-
istration did are subject to criticism. In this particular
project in my own congressional district, which I have in
mind, the tenants were led to believe that they would pay
around $2,500 for each homestead. The construction was
so poor and there were so many idealistic things that the
Resettlement Administration thought homesteaders should
have, such as a new $10,000 community house and a great
many other things that raised the cost, that now when we
divide the total number of homesteads by the total cost of
the project, instead of the individual paying $2,500, the cost
has mounted up to over $5,200 for each homestead. So
throughout the United States where these individuals who
were to be helped, thought they were going to pay a medium
price for the new homes, they will find that the cost will
run up to five, seven, ten, or twelve, or, in some instances,
$15,000 for a little home and a few acres of land.

The same group which has handled the Resettlement Ad-
ministration will undoubtedly handle the adminisiration of
this act. I hope it will succeed. I am for the bill because
it is the best bill we could get out of the committee. The
tenant problem is a serious problem, not so much in our
section of the country as in some of the other States.

When I heard the distinguished Speaker of the House
today picture the condition of the tenants down in his sec-
tion of the country, I realized the truth of many of the
facts that he pointed out. I have visited a good many
tenants and sharecroppers down in that section, and I say
to you honestly that we in Minnesota and the northern
parts of the central West would not let our hogs live in the
houses that the tenants and sharecroppers live in in that
part of the country. It is a shame; it is a reflection on
someone; whether it is the United States Government, the
individual, or the landowner, I do not know, but whoever has
the responsibility in connection with the present status of
this large class of people in the Southern States should as-
sume the responsibility and not blame us in other parts of
the country, for we are trying to fulfill our duty by giving
them the proper kind of help to make them contented
American citizens.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gentleman spoke about
delay in payment. I am wondering whether this bill, pro-
viding, as it does in subparagraph 5 of title IV, power for
the Secretary to make payments prior to audit and settle-
ment by the General Accounting Office, will correct it and
whether it is a good correction.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. No; I do not say it will
correct it, and I do not think that we will get away from
governmental red tape and delay in connection with this
proposition.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr, ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I think
that this program will fail, although I hope that it will not.
The reason I say that it will fail is because of governmental
red tape. Let us take the case of a tenant sharecropper who
wants to buy a farm. He goes over and looks at John Doe's
farm, They agree on a price and he tells John that he will
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buy the farm if he can get a loan from this new set-up of the
Government. They sign a contract. Then the sharecropper
has to go to the county committee and place his problem
before the committee and make his application. They will
look at the farm, and if they feel that the purchase price is
all right and that the man is all right, they will recommend
him for a loan. They recommend him to the Secretary of
Agriculture. The Secretary of Agriculture will get it after 3
or 4 months. Then he will have to have his legal experts look
up the title, and this takes anywhere from 6 months to 2
years. The sharecropper gets the action or approval in any-
where from several months to 214 years. By that time the
man who was going to sell the farm has lost his sale, but in
the meantime he has had all of his land tied up. I think it
will be difficult to get any individual who has land to sell to
enter into an agreement to sell his farm contingent upon the
purchaser getting a loan from the Secretary of Agriculture
under this bill. It will take too long. We cannot do much
about it except try to put through a piece of legislation that
we believe will be helpful to some of the tenant farmers and
others who desire to own farms in this country. [Applause,]
[Here the gavel fell.] . :

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HorFman].

(Mr. HorFmaN asked and was given permission to revise
and extend his own remarks.)

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr, Chairman, the generosity of the
gzﬁ in unanimously granting this time is deeply appre-

The kindliness and the friendliness shown by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. SaBaTH], in promptly, when his atten-
tion was called to the fact, withdrawing the erroneous state-
ment which he inadvertently made and which intimated that
I was advocating unnecessary violence, is acknowledged, His
action was characteristic and explains, if explanation was
needed, the reason for the esteem in which he, as dean of
the House, is held by its membership. Again I thank you,
gentlemen.

He, who by word or deed when strife is abroad in the land,
has sought to stir up class hatred, dissension, or strife, serves
not the cause of patriotism. If his act be thoughtless, he
deserves the reproval of his associates. If his act be deliber-
ate, he deserves their censor, and that in no uncertain terms,

Time was sought to correct an error made by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr, Maverick], not because of any feeling
of personal hurt or chagrin, but for the reason that today
throughout the country there are two schools of thought held
by two groups of people who are swiftly and steadily traveling
toward a destination which, when reached, if the objectives
now sought are not changed, can but lead to bloody civil
strife. These are not the words of an alarmist. The fact is
known to all.

For that reason there should be no misinterpretation of
the signs along these pathways, there should be no misunder-
standing of the purposes of those who advocate their use, no
regret after our choice has been made. Let us look, there-
fore, at the facts as they exist. On June 22, CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, page 6162, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVER-
1ck], speaking in the House, among other things said:

Mr. Speaker, referring to the behavior of judges, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, HorFMaN] turned to me and said that I had
gone into the State of Michigan and had made a speech for the
C. L. O., stating that I hoped the C. I. O. would be organized in the
South. That is not wholly correct. I want labor organized in the
South and everywhere, and the citizens can choose what organiza-

tion they please. I am frank to say that I hope the C. I O. is
organized in mass industries,

The statement by me, as referred to by the gentleman
from Texas, will not be found in the printed Recorp, as
under permission given me to revise my remarks, it was
stricken. In fairness to the gentleman from Texas, I have
obtained from the stenographer a transcript of what was
said on the floor. It was this:

Mr. Horrman. I will try hard to abide by the ruling of the

Chair. The point of order is raised by the gentleman from Texas
who went into Michigan and told people up there he was going
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to help the C. I O. organize the South as well as the North to free
the slaves of Ford. [Laughter.]

My basis for that statement was taken from the remarks
and a speech which he caused fo be inserfed in the Appendix
of the Recorp, from pages 1517 to 1519, and which I ask you
gentlemen, if you are interested, to read as it is a nofable
contribution to present-day knowledge. The address was
delivered on June 5 before the United Automobile Workers of
America, at Baby Creek Park, Detroit, Mich.

The gentleman stated to his audience, among other things:

Oh, my friends, I want you to know in the first place that down
mywsylabcc:snotverywallorganlmd labor is not very well
organized anywhere in the South. But let us get organized North,
South, East, and West, mdletmdottrorthepmposeoip:wv
ing American liberty and the American standard of

You know, my friends, I thought it a little significant Bnd that
it really meant something, because the very first tune you played
was John Brown’s Body Lies A 'Moldering in the Grave. That is
the same tune they played and the same song they sang when
the slaves were freed in the South.

Yes, fellow Americans, that's what we are going to do for the
people of the Ford plant. [Applause.] Or, better, in modern
pa.rlanoe,wewmooopemtewlththemmommzmgmthn:they
may protect their own rights.

On the subsequent page, he said:

* * * I know and appreciate John L. Lewis. I think he is
mmnmmmammmmhemmwm@nm
and character and because he is honest, [Applause.] * *
The point is the United Automobile Workers is a fine urgamza.tion,
it is the strongest one in the field; and Lewis is the
in the field; and Homer Martin, your leader, issbaolute.lyo K
[Applause.]

The accuracy of the author, historian, and statesman from
Texas and the nature of his reasoning may perhaps be
understood by two quotations from the REcorb.

The eminence of the gentleman from Texas who confers
with the President, who, according to the papers, announces
the President’s will upon his return from the island, makes
me hesitate that I should question either his accuracy or his
philosophy.

In passing, let me note, that on page 1589 of the Appendix
of the Recorp, in the speech delivered by the gentleman, I
find this statement:

After the war began there were more and more blunders.
Armleswentoutotthairwaytomeatmddextmymhothar,atgg

their tactics were brave and courageous, but foolhardy to
extreme.

May I most humbly venture to say to the Speaker and to
the Members of the House that there is a somewhat startling
statement. Armies went out of their way fto meet and
destroy each other, The gentleman from Texas added
greatly to the historical knowledge of our day by that
statement.

Again I find on page 1586 of the Appendix of the REcorp,
news for you of the South who so justly glory in the bravery
of your soldiers. The gentleman from Texas, referring to
the heroism of General Pickett and his men, said:

But I was shown the field where General Pickett charged, and
I could see in my imagination the Confederates as their cavalry
gabers flashed in the sun, bravely advancing in futile attack.

Again, if memory serves correctly, Pickett’s men went for-
ward across the shell-torn fields, advanced up the hill, sur-
mounted the fence, but they were on foot, and it was here,
as leaders of this charge, that brave Armistead and Garnett
died within the Federal lines and at the muzzles of Cushing’s
guns. Cushing gave up his life at the same time. But per-
haps I am unduly critical in suggesting to the gentleman
the facts should not be disregarded and truth ignored, even
where the object is the attainment of some worthy end.

The record of John L. Lewis is written so that all men may
read if, all men may choose whether they will follow his
leadership. It would be presumptuous for me to suggest to
thfgentlemanf:omTexasthatheshomdtonowanymanas
8 leader.

It would not be improper, however, to call his attention to
the fact that after a telegram was received at Herrin, IIL, in
1922, 25 unarmed, defenseless men, who had surrendered fo
Lewis’ mine workers, were either beaten, shot, or hanged until

all were dead. It should not be forgotten that, while Lewis
has collected millions of dollars in dues from workingmen,
he has left behind a trail of loss of wages, reduction of pro-
duction, violence, bloodshed, and death unequaled by that of
any other labor leader.

It might be noted in passing that a Department of Labor
report shows that during the first 4 months of the year,
10,851,706 days’ work were lost, and this by labor while Lewis
was carrying on his campaign.

From 1922 through 1926, a period of 4 years, 17,050,000
workdays were lost because of strikes. From 1927 through
1931, another period of 4 years, 5,665,000 days’ work were lost
because of strikes.

It will be noted that, while Lewis was in the saddle organ-
izing and directing labor, almost twice as many days’ work
were lost through strikes in a period of 4 months as were lost
in the 4 years from 1927 through 1931.

It is the gentleman’s right—it may be his pleasure—to
turn in on a highway like that and follow it to the end of
the road. For myself I seek another destination over a
traveled way, perhaps not so easy, not so broad, and at times
perhaps more lonesome, but which, along its traveled way, has
signboards of equality, justice, law, order, and which in the
end has liberty for the individual, prosperity and perpetuity
for the Nation.

June 22, in the House, the gentleman said:

I am getting a llttle bit tired of constantly hearing this ranting
and roaring of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HorFman]. It
is getiing very boresome—

May I most humbly apologize to the gentleman from Texas
and assure him that I will endeavor to avoid any contest, for
I have not the slightest idea of ever at any time, in view of
the excellence of his performance in the House, making the
slightest effort to compete with him in ranting or roaring.

May I concede to him all the laurels which go to the winner
of such a competition. If not presumptous, may I suggest
that he might have retired to the cloak room for a few mo-
ments and saved himself a bit of weariness,

The gentleman then continued—

But, speaking of his getting together an army and marching into
sﬁtate,uwegobaokmtomstorysndstudyone of the famous
Judicial trials of the South, when Mr. John Brown came into the
State of Virginia with arms and ammunition he was tried for
treason. Suppose Mr. John Lewis would announce, like a Con-
gressman, that he was getting up an army to invade a State, what
would happen?

But a Congressman can get up and say that he can invade &
Btate with arms and ammunition, and have his son get ammuni-
tion, like John Brown's son did, and that is all right. That is
fine; that is wonderful. But if John L. Lewis said that, he would
be tried for treason, as John Brown was. He would be called a
traitor on this floor; but we permit one of our own Members to
do 1t. What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander; and a
Congressman has no more right to violate the law of the land
than John Lewis or anybody else

Most assuredly a Congressman has no right to violate the
law of the land. He should, and I have always tried to be,
extremely careful to obey not only the laws of the Federal
Government, of the State, but the ordinances of all com-
munities.

Never but once have I even taken advantage of the privi-
lege of a Congressman to park where others could not, ex-
cept as I park my car in a space reserved for the purpose
alongside buildings. In view of the gentleman's statement
about geiting together an army and marching into a State,
let us consider briefly what was said and the circumstances
which brought about that statement. When the facts are
clear, it is to be doubted whether any true, patriotic Ameri-
mwﬂldﬁs&greewithwhatmsaidorthepumosem-

ed.

Sunday, June 13, I drove into the city of Monroe, in my
own State. Some time before, less than a hundred workers
out of a total of over a thousand had called a strike in the
Newton Steel plant, and a small group of pickets, which
had kept the public highway blockaded and the men from
their work, were, by officers duly appointed and deputized,
driven from the picket line. In reply to this action, the
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C. 1. O. had announced that it would invade Monroe.
threatened to hold a demonstration in that city.

On this Sunday I saw honest, respectable businessmen and
workers armed with clubs, knives, pistols, shotguns, tommy
guns, standing guard to repel an invasion. That same day,
according to the newspapers, some 8,000 men from other
parts of the State and outside the State—for Monroe is less
than a half hour’s drive from Toledo—met in the park just
outside the city limits threatening advances on the people of
Monroe,

I came on my way, and Monday’s papers quoted Bittner,
one of the C. I. O. organizers from Chicago who handled
that crowd, as saying, “If we wanted violence, we’'d go to
Monroe today and take it”, then added, “but what would we
have if we took it? Who ever heard of Monroe until a few
days ago? It is a fly spot on the United States.” He threat-
ened the C. I. O. would be back, and he said—I quote: “By
God, they will pay for what they did at Monroe, and pay
well.”

Having seen the strained, drawn faces of the men at Mon-
roe; having heard their expressions of anxiety, of fear; hay-
ing sensed their determination to protect their city and their
people; having in mind the invasion of the plant by hun-
dreds of armed workers from outside the State, knowing
Murphy stood back of and encouraged lawlessness and viola-
tion at Flint, Mich., I sympathized with these men of
Monroe.

My heart went out to them in time of stress in their
helplessness against the army which the C. I. O. could bring
against them. So I wired the mayor of that city and I
also at the same time wired my secretary in my home fown
“to have reliable citizens who are willing to go to Monroe
to aid in defending the city from invasion promised by C. L
O. Organizer Bittner leave name, address, telephone number,
list of arms, tents, and cots at office.” For that action I
have no apologies to make. The offer to the mayor of Mon-
roe was made in good faith. It stands.

The fact which the gentleman from Texas and the C.I. O.
crganizers fail to grasp is that the farmers of America, the
small businessmen of our country, the people, women, as
well as men, in the smaller communities, will shed their
blood, will give their lives, before they will be dominated,
driven from their working places, from their towns and cities,
by the C. I. O. or any other Communist-controlled group.

Another mistake which the gentleman and the C. I. O.
workers make is the assumption that, like the innocent medi-
cine man of old, they are immune from the fatalities which
overtake others.

It is the privilege as well as the right of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Maverick] to go up and down the country-
side assisting the C. I. O. and its affiliates in organizing to
fight and march under the banner of Madam Perkins in her
effort to force businessmen to acknowledge the supremacy
of Lewis. It may be his pleasure to address crowds which
boo the mention of the Supreme Court, as was done at De-
troit. They will make no impression; he will get little
sympathy in his preachment of the doctrine that American
citizens should permit their towns, their cities, their indus-
trial plants, to be taken over by those whom he enlists under
the banner of the C. I. O. and the Communists.

It may have given the gentleman pleasure to say, as he
did at Detroit, “and Homer Martin, your leader, is absolutely
0- K-’!

But I call attention to the fact that it was Homer Martin,
acting under the leadership of Lewis, who stilled the wheels
of industry; who closed the factories; who destroyed auto-
mobiles in the making; who prevented the orderly execution
of the lawful processes of the Court; who sent workers by
the thousand from their jobs; who deprived women and
children of the means of livelihood; who brought anarchy
to Detroit. .

It was members of an organization which acknowledges
the leadership of Homer Martin, who turned off the power
in the Saginaw Valley, depriving hundreds of thousands of
citizens of the necessities of life and who undoubtedly
would have kept the people of that valley plunged in dark-

It had
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ness, had not the sheriffs of three counties notified Michi-
gan’s Governor that the citizens would take the law into
their own hands, if power was not restored.

We have come to the parting of the ways. For the mo-
ment the broad and the easy road, politically, may be the
one pointed out by the gentleman from Texas. Along that
road under the banner of a fighting leader with almost
unlimited funds at his command, with an organization the
like of which has never been seen in this country, march
hundreds of thousands of grim, determined men who have
been led to believe, who are told frequently, that they
are the slaves of industry, of men who would deprive them
of their just rights.

Small wonder then that they are earnest, that their
actions are vigorous, that they are willing to sacrifice. But
hundreds of thousands of men have suffered and have died
because of erroneous belief, because of false leadership.
Lewis is hailed as the greatest labor leader of the century,
and it is true that he has gathered millions under his
banner, but he has gathered them by the holding out of
false hopes, promises impossible of performance, and by
intimidation and violence.

And where has he led them and what has he accom-
plished? ' Examine thoroughly, painstakingly, the history
of the recent strike in General Motors. Compute for your-
self from reliable sources the increase in wages and
against it set the total pay-check loss of the workers,
and to that loss add the amount which Lewis’ organiza-
tions collected for initiation and dues. Then balance your
books and note the result. Ascertain the working condi-
tions and the hours which prevailed before Lewis entered
the field, examine subsequent conditions, and determine
what, if anything, has been gained. Apply the same meth-
ods to the other industries which have felt his blighting
touch, and you will have a fair and true picture of what
has happened.

That the C. 1. O. does not always represent the workers
has been convincingly and spectacularly demonstrated at
Youngstown and also at Johnstown, where, when the workers
were assured of protection, they went back to their tasks, the
mills were opened, and the pay checks are ready.

But that is not the whole story. Lewis raises a man of
straw, a false issue, and makes the declaration that his
fight is between the workers and the employers. All know
that this is not true. His fight is not only against the
employer, but into that battle he has thrown his workers
against the unorganized and the organized workers who do
noft belong to his organization. From the beginning he has
constantly attempted to drive every toiler into his organ-
ization to sign on the dotted line. About this there is no
dispute, so that under whatever banner the fight may be
waged, under whatever slogan the battle carried on, the truth
is that the C. L O. is fighting not only the employers but
all other industrial workers.

Even this does not complete the story, for aside from
the workers in the industries where Lewis’ efforts are con-
centrated, the New York Times in an ediforial of yesterday
tells us:

* * * that all the workers in all the coal mines in the
country, in all the iron, copper, gold, silver, lead, and zinc mines,
in all the quarries, oll wells and gas wells, in all the iron and steel
mills, in all the automobile factories and repair shops, car and rail-
road shops, agricultural implement factories, ship and boat works,
and in all the metal-working industries together, constitute, ac-
cording to the census of 1930, less than 10 percent of the total
number of gainfully occupled persons.

And upon the remaining 90 percent Lewis would throw the
larger part of the immeasurable cost of his industrial war-
fare. While the gentleman from Texas marches shoulder
to shoulder with Lewis he should not forget that with Lewis
and with him march Homer Martin, Frankensteen, the
Reuther boys, Browder, and a host of Communists who sneer
at the Supreme Court, scoff at law and order, and boast of
the aid of State and Federal officials in their enterprise.

The issue cannot be confused. Letters pouring in from all
parts of the country, from the uneducated and the educated,
from the man who dictates his letter to the man or woman
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who writes on tablet paper or a post card, from the ediforial
writers of the great national dailies to the most obscure
weeklies, bring the word, the thought, that the right fo
work is not only a right guaranteed by law but it is a right
demanded by necessity.

I cannot more accurately, clearly, and concisely state the
issue than to quote Governor Davey, of Ohio, who said: “The
right to work is sacred; the right to strike is equally valid.”

He lays down the doctrine that those workers who wish
to remain on strike “certainly are entitled to do so, and to
continue any and all lawful protests”, and that in equal fair-
ness, he said, “those who want to work should enjoy that
privilege without being molested.”

Speaking of government, he said: “It must not abdicate its
sovereign powers to any who challenge its existence.”

Here is a declaration of principle which breeds justice for
all, and which, if announced by either the President of the
United States or the Governor of Michigan in December of
1936 when these sit-down strikes began in the General
Motors plants, would have avoided controversy, violence, and
bloodshed. It is the application of this principle as followed
by Governor Davey, as followed by Governor Townsend, of
Indiana; Governor Horner, of Illinois; Governor Cross, of
Connecticut; Governor Hurley, of Massachusetts, Democrats
all, which must be adhered to if peace is to return.

Another thing which must come before we will have last-
ing peace in industry is the repeal or the drastic amendment
of the Wagner Act. That piece of legislation, no matter
what its purpose may have been, has proven to be the enter-
ing wedge which has driven apart organized and unorganized
labor, employer and employee.

The unfairness of that act, as enforced by the National
Labor Relations Board, the arbitrariness of it as applied by
the decisions of that Board, the encouragement which it
gives to ambitious, self-seeking racketeers, have demonstrated
beyond all question that it adds to, rather than diminishes,
strife. Could those who passed it have foreseen the inter-
pretation which would be given it, and the purpose for which
it would be enforced, and the disaster which has followed in
its wake, it is more than probable that it never would have
reached the statute books.

We have the National Labor Relations Board telling us
that it is the duty and the obligation of employers to sign a
contract with the C. L O. and its affiliates in various interests.
‘We have the President of the United States making the bald
declaration that employers should sign with the C. L O. in
the steel strike now on. But listen to the argument, to the
promises which were made when the bill was before the
Senate. The Senate committee in reporting it favorably,
among other things, said:

[S. Rept. No. 673, 74th Cong. 1st sess., p. 12]

The committee wishes to dispel any possible false Impression that
this bill is designed to compel the making of agreements or to per-
mit governmental supervision of their terms. It must be stressed
that the duty to bargain collectively does not carry with it the duty
to reach an agreement, because the essence of collective
is that either party shall be free to decide whether proposals made
to it are satisfactory.

Senator WaceNEr himself wrote on November 2, 1935, that
there was nothing in the law to compel an employer to sign.
He held further and said Congress had no authority to im-
pose such a requirement. Getting Saturday’s papers, we find
the reputed author of the bill particularly criticizing the mill
operators because they will not sign a contract which he
formerly said the law did not require them to sign, which
Congress had no authority to demand that they sign, and
which the committee said was not designed to compel the
making of a contract or permift governmental supervision
of its terms.

Aside from the use of Pennsylvania’s armed forces by
the Governor to drive men from their work, perhaps the
most outrageous demand ever put forth was that Governor
Davey said was made upon him by Madam Perkins, who, he
says, asked him fo call in Tom Girdler, of Republic Steel
Corporation, and Frank Purnell, of Youngstown Sheet &
TubeCo..and"lmepthemthereunmtheyﬁmanasree
ment” with their steel workers.
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The Governor characterized Secretary Perkins® suggestion
as the “exercise of the most autocratic and dictatorial
powers ever aftempted” and “in private life it would be
kidnaping.” Let us pause here, use a little common sense,
and consider. Just assume for the moment that the Gov-
ernor had the authority and could and would call in Girdler
and Purnell, and suppose he called in ILewis and his chief
lieutenant, and he announced his, intention of holding them
until they agreed. Just what agreement could he force them
to make?

I am now waiving all questions of law, all questions of
right. Here they sit around the council fable. ILewis says
you must sign. Girdler and Purnell say we will not sign.
The Governor says sign; they sign; sign what? An agree-
ment to bargain collectively. Well and good. Now, what
is the bargain? Lewis has so many thousand men. He says
he will work under certain conditions and for so much per
hour. Girdler and Purnell say, we cannot pay it; we will
not pay it. Shall the Government say, you shall pay it, re-
gardless of whether the industry can stand the charge? Re-
gardless of the fact that the demand may break the industry
and drive it into bankruptcy? Assume Girdler and Purnell
say that they cannot meet the union demand for a dollar
and can pay but 50 cents per hour. Lewis says, “We will
not accept it.” Shall the Government say, “You must work
for 50 cents an hour?”

These are extreme illustrations. Nevertheless, the con-
stantly increasing demands of labor for a larger share of
the gross sales price, the ever-present desire of the manufac-
turer to reap a profit, are in continuous conflict and if Gov-
ernment, as pointed out by Donald Richberg, assumes control,
labor may in the end find itself begging for the right to sell
its services to the highest bidder, rather than in a Govern-
ment~controlled market.

Labor cannot be employed without industry, and indust.ry
cannot make g profit without labor, and if the two are leff
alone without Government compulsion to bargain collec-
tively, and meet in a spirit of reasonableness, they will in
the future, as they have in the past, find a common ground
where labor will have employment at a steady wage, and
industry will be able to make & profit which will enable it
to exist.

Denunciation—eriticism without the suggestion of a rem-
edy—is futile. January 14, on the floor of the House, I
pointed out that “by failure to act, the Governor of Michi-
gan and the President are permitting, if not sanctioning,
mob rule.” From *that day fto the date when Governor
Davey, of Ohio, announced his policy of protecting the man
who wants to work, guaranteeing his right to a job; lawless-
ness has continued to increase, and the battle front has been
rapidly widening.

The gentleman from Texas said he was getting a little bit
tired of constantly hearing this ranting and roaring. May
I call his attention to page 6213 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp under date of June 23, where the Democratic whip
in the Senate said:

There is not a State in our Union which just now is not
threaunedwtthwhatmnybamﬂedsfmmofrlomacommm

* * Bhall we overlook at this time and forget that it was in
like manner that Italy yielded, bring in a condition which has
finally resulted in a tyranny and a form of despotism we shrink
to mention? * * * Here within ourselves we are nearer to
Insurrection and apparently, sir, confronting an army of revolt in
the largest numbers, whether from the employers or the employees
becomes secondary,

Turn to page 6284 of the Recorp of June 24 and note
there the statement on present conditions by a distin-
guished Democrat whose loyalty is unquestioned, whose
vision is clear:

We have got no government in Washington, and we have got no
government in some of the States, because government has sur-
rendered to mob rule.

It was with the thought of doing something to remedy the
situation that, on April 15, I offered H. R. 6456, This hill
provided, among other things, for the registration of labor
organizations, for the enforcement by such organizations
of discipline upon their members; prohibited sit-down
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strikes; made labor organizations responsible for the acts
of their officers and their members.

That bill has remained with the committee ever since,
while conditions have steadily grown worse.

It was on June 21 that I offered H. R. 7598, making it a
felony to transport in interstate or foreign commerce per-
sons who are engaged in going from one State to another
to close factories.

Each of these bills, if enacted into iaw, would go a long
way toward aiding in the solution of some of our industrial
troubles and there is nothing in either that would be unfair
to labor, or that would in any way prevent the growth of
unions. In fact, if the same result followed which followed
the enactment of the British labor law—and there is no rea-
son to believe that it would not—the enactment of these two
measures would strengthen labor unions, aid in driving out
racketeers and create new confidence between employer and
union organizations,

These two bills were followed, on the 22d day of June, by
a resolution respectfully calling upon the President to de-
clare that no citizen of the United States should be de-
prived of the opportunity to engage in his usual and cus-
tomary task, and further requesting that where the civil or
military authorities of a State or of a subdivision failed, for
a period of 2 days, to give protection to any person desiring
to work, that right should be secured to him by the action of
the armed forces of the United States.

That such a resolution was necessary to dispel the idea
that lawlessness was approved by the national administra-
tion is a matter of common knowledge. Such a declaration
would undoubtedly, in almost all instances, protect, without
bloodshed, the right of men to work.

That this is evident is shown by the circumstances follow-
ing the declaration of courageous Governor Davey, of Ohio.
There, immediately upon being assured of protection, the
men returned to their work, demonstrating, as I have said
before, that they do not wish to strike; that they are driven
into strikes by the lawless violence of a small minority.

May I not appeal to the Democratic Members of this
House fto consider the situation as it exists today? And
when I say Democratic Members I mean Democratic Mem-
bers; I do not mean New Dealers.

Many of you sat here in the last session. You heard that
most eloguent Member of the House from Alabama, Mr,
Huddleston, make his remarkable plea for what he believed
to be right and just, and you remember how, because he
dared to oppose these fanatics who were advising the Presi-
dent, he went down to defeat after years of courageous,
patriotic service here.

Now, make no mistake and do not deceive yourselves.
You gentlemen who have the courage to express your con-
victions are marked for political slaughter. Jim Farley and
the vote-buying boys will get you if you do not watch out.

You may have thought in the past that you were a part of
the national administration. Nothing is further from the
truth. You have been the tools, the errand boys, for the
national administration. Of all the laws which have been
enacted since the President was elected, probably not a
hundredth part of the thought expressed is your thought.

The gentleman from Texas told how Pickett’s men made
their glorious charge on the hill at Gettysburg, and, in truth
and in fact, history records no instance of greater patriot-
ism, greater courage, greater loyalty to a leader, more self-
sacrificing devotion.

But in another way you gentlemen of the South have,
during the past 4 years, shown a loyalty to your leader equal
to that of Pickett’s men. You have submerged your indi-
vidual opinions. You have followed blindly, unhesitatingly,
and unwaveringly the commands, the suggestions, of the
President.

You have watched with doubt and apprehension many of
the moves which he has made. In your minds you have
questioned not only the legality but the soundness of the
policies which he advocated.

Nevertheless, you yielded obedience; you made the fight;
you upheld his hands.
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‘You have been sitting here watching, waiting, hoping, and
I know many of you praying, that he would cease in those
efforts which at last you realize will overthrow the Govern-
ment which you love,

Today you know, you understand, as you have never
understood before, the road which he is following, the desti=
nation toward which he is traveling,

With amazement and almost unbelief, you saw his attack
against the Supreme Court unfold. You received his re-
organization bill and you sensed its purpose. You were
given the hour and wage law and you realized its import.

You saw going in and out of the White House John L.
Lewis, who publicly demanded that the President of the
United States pay a political debt.

You have ohserved the President of the United States
sitting silent and, by his silence, giving approval to the acts
of Lewis and his organizers in wrecking industry throughout
the land, in depriving men of their right to work.

You have heard the statement of a great Democratic Gov-
ernor of the great State of Ohio that the President’s Sec-
retary of Labor called upon him to kidnap the heads of
industry and hold them until they yielded.

And, whatever may be the controversy between the great
Governor of that State and Mme. Perkins, you know that
the President has not interfered when industries have been
kidnaped and held to ransom.

Oh, I appeal to you Democrats of the South and true
Democrats of the North, to act before it is too late.

Do not believe that the loyalty and self-sacrificing service
which you have given to the President will save you. You
will follow in the wake of that long, long list of patriotic
Democrats who have been kicked out of the party organ-
ization.

Have you forgotten what happened to the Democrats of
Minnesota in the last campaign? Have you forgotten other
loyal Democratic candidates who were sacrified by the Presi-
dent where his organization thought it politically expedient?

Already the signs point to a new Democratic leadership
in the Senate and House.

Sucked dry like an orange, having no more to yield, you
will be carelessly but deliberately tossed aside into the
political gutter.

Jonah’s shipmates tossed him overboard with no more
disregard of consequences than will the Administration
heave you gentlemen out to sink or swim—only you will find
that, instead of a rescuing whale, Jim Farley and his political
machine will be on your neck.

Why not from this day on make the fight, not only for the
principles of true democracy, but for your own political sal-
vation? After all, in 1938, the voters will be the ones who
pass upon your fate and they will have in mind the Presi-
dent’s assault upon the Supreme Court, upon our form of
government, his approval of the sit-down strikes and of
lawlessness.

The people of the United States will not quietly submit to
the wrecking of their Constitution; to the assault upon the
integrity of the Supreme Court; to the destruction of their
form of government.

Let the President, John L. Lewis, and the C. I. O. continue
on the course which they have marked out, and you will have
civil strife throughout the Union.

The President has gone from an open and willful disre-
gard of all of his campaign promises to a repudiation of his
oath of office and his obligations to uphold the law, and this
he has done in order to obtain his objective, which now
stands disclosed as the domination of all industry and
commerce and the centralization of all functions of govern-
ment in the executive department.

Writers like Lawrence, Sullivan, Thompson, and Walter
Lippmann, and a host of editorial writers from the great
dailies of the cities to the country weeklies, have long been
pointing out the end to which his course will lead, and long
have they been saying that they did not believe the President
was aware of the inevitable results of his actions.

This attitude was charitable, but it was inaccurate and
implied that the President was a man of small intellectual
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attainment, that he was deceived and misled by those who
advised him.

Nothing but a lack of the knowledge of the abiding prin-
ciples of justice, of equality, of a square deal for every man,
or a failure to apply that knowledge, can account for the
failure of the President to declare for law and order when
these strikes first came about.

I ask you to read the article of Lippmann in Saturday’s
issue of the dailies and note how he, always a friend and an
admirer of the President, has at last arrived at the conclu-
sion that the President is seeking to establish a dictatorship.

All this welter of violence and of bloodshed which con-
fronts us, which, beyond question, will come to us, can be
avoided, if you men who believe in the principles of the
great Democratic Party here and now insist upon the ap-
plication of those principles to the present situation.

The time has come to repudiate men like Governors Earle,
of Pennsylvania; Murphy, of Michigan; and to follow men
like Governors Townsend, of Indiana; Cross, of Connecticut;
Horner, of Illinois; and last and most unflinching of all,
Governor Davey, of Ohio.

Get back of him, declare for law and order, pass the
resolution which I introduced and see this threatened trou-
ble fade like mist before the morning sun.

Mr. DOXEY, Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BIERMANN].

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, in considering this bill
it is well to bear clearly in mind the purpose of the legisla-
tion and not to lose sight of that. The purpose of this
legislation is to make owner-operators out of people who
have heretofore not been owner-operators, or who, having
been owner-operators, have failed in that capacity.

I expect to offer the following amendments which are
calculated to promote the purpose of this bill:

Page 5, after line 3, insert:

(7) Be in such form, and contain such provisions, conditions,
and limitations as may be necessary to assure that the borrower
will conform to such f ces and methods as the
Becretary may be in order that, during the first 5 years
the loan is in effect, the borrower's farming operations may be
sufficiently profitable to enable him to carry out successfully
the responsibilities of ownership and his undertakings under
the loan agreement.

Page 4, line 6, after “not”, insert “less than 20 nor.”

Page 4, strike out lines 24 and 25, and on page 5 strike out lines
1 to 3, inclusive, and insert:

“(6) Provide that the borrower shall not voluntarily assign, sell,
or otherwise transfer the farm, or any interest therein, without
the consent of the Secretary, and provide that upon involuntary
transfer or sale the Secretary may declare the amount unpaid
immediately due and payable.

*“(8) Provide that upon satisfaction of the borrower’s obligation,
but not less than 20 years after the making of the loan, he shall
be entitled to the farm free of any estate or property interest re-
tained by the Secretary to secure the satisfaction of the obliga-
tion.”

oPa.gen 5, line 5, before the period, insert a comma and the fol=-
lowing: “except that the final payment of any sum due shall not
be accepted if the effect of such acceptance would be to make

ineffective the 20-year limitation provided In paragraph (8) of
subsection (b) of this section.”

The first of these amendments provides that for the first
5 years affer the arrangement has been made with the bene-
ficiary of the act he shall be given the advice of the Depart-
ment and also a cerfain amount of supervision by the De-
partment in order that he may not only conduct his farm in
a farmerlike manner but that he shall conduct it in a busi-
nesslike manner,

I heard or read a statement many years ago which I have
had occasion to see proved again and again: That if a
man were in the position of an employee until 40 years of
age and then were to become an employer that the chances
are against his making a success. It does not foreclose his
success, but it makes the chances of success against him.
The beneficiaries of this act will be of two classes: Tenants
who never owned a farm, or former owners who for one
cause or another lost their farms. I submit to the commit-
tee that the chances are against these people paying a 100-
percent loan unless they have the most careful supervision
and advice. This amendment provides that during the first
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§ years of this relationship they shall have the benefit of
sound advice and wise supervision.

My second amendment provides that the beneficiary of the
act cannot alienate this farm; that is, he cannot sell it
during the first 20 years of this relationship.

He cannot pay off his obligation completely for at least
20 years.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. As I understand the gen-
tleman’s amendment, he cannot pay it off in less than 20
years?

Mr. BIERMANN. Yes.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Why is that?

Mr. BIERMANN. I am going to go into that.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. FITZPATRICE. Would that be mandatory? Would
he have to carry out the advice of the Department? In
other words, would it be mandatory?

Mr. BIERMANN. I think that is something the Secre-
tary ought to work out, but I believe to a large extent it
ought to be mandatory.

We are not entering into a strictly business relationship.
We are entering into a sort of paternal relationship. Of
course, it is not sound business policy to lend 100 percent
of the value of property. It is not businesslike to lend
money at 3 percent, because that will not pay the cost.
If we enter into such a relationship, I contend it is proper
for the lending agency o exercise some supervision over
the borrower.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Does the gentleman’s amendment
make it mandatory?

Mr, BIERMANN. I think it does. Yes.

Mr. VOORHIS. Will the gentleman yield?
f!ilgrk."ZBIEIRMAI\II*T. I yield to the gentleman from Cali-

(¢} -

Mr. VOORHIS. Has the gentleman considered the pos-
sibility in conmection with this advice and counsel, which
I feel is most important, of allowing the tenant certain
credits against the indebtedness if that advice is followed?

Mr, BIERMANN. No; I have not considered that.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That would be lending more than
100 percent of the value.

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. My colleague is a mem-
ber of the committee and I know he is anxious to serve
the farmers. I do not understand the gentleman has in
mind he would actually keep the man from alienating or
selling this farm for a period of 20 years?

Mr. BIERMANN. Yes; exactly.

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Would not that discour-
age the idea of taking advantage of a Government loan?

Mr. BIERMANN. No; I do not think so.

Mr., MITCHELL of Tennessee. I think it would.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I would prefer not to
yield any more, as my remaining time is short.

It has been pointed out here again and again this after-
noon that this legislation is going to reach only a small
fraction of the potential beneficiaries, at least for a few
years. We can hand pick them. I would like to hand pick
the kind of people who seriously want to make these farms
their long-time homes, and not to enter into speculation.
There are two things that have been of great damage to the
farming business of the United States; at least, these are
two of the biggest items. One is the ups and downs in the
prices of the products of the farms. The other, which has
been nearly, if not quite, as damaging, has been the ups
and downs of the price of the land itself. If we leave this
bill as it is, a man may buy a farm today for $50 an acre
and if in 6 months he can get $60 or $75 an acre for the
farm, under the bill as it is presently written he may sell
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the farm and, of course, he will. Instead of getting a long-
time owner operator of the farm who looks upon this farm
as his home and as his dwelling we have a speculator.

We want to recall if we pass this bill and make it law
we are going to get the Government into the business of
financing the purchase of farms. The Government, in
effect, becomes another land buyer and each added buyer
tends to raise land prices. That is a bad thing. My amend-
ment will, as far as the beneficiaries of the act are con-
cerned, take the land the Government finances out of the
speculative class for 20 years at least. It will make this
a bill for the benefit of permanent home owners, and that
should be the main purpose of the bill.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. If we take this man out of the speculative
class, we would permit his neighbors to speculate on their
farms and deprive him of any profit they might make on
theirs?

Mr. BIERMANN. Under this bill we are considering just
one type of farm and I would rather confine my discussion
to that one type.

. Mr. LUCAS. Would not the gentleman consider a wind-
fall tax, whereby we would take the profits on all farms
rather than take the profits on a single farm?

~ Mr. BIERMANN. Yes. I would be in favor of any kind
of practical legislation that would prevent or lessen specula-
tion in farm land.

May I say further that the amendments I propose are
precisely in line with the findings of the Farm Tenancy
Committee which the President of the United States ap-
pointed to investigate this problem, not only in this country
but in foreign countries. They have written a report in
which they suggest what we should do in regard to this
problem of farm tenancy, and among the things they pro-
posed are these two ideas which I have embodied in the two
amendments.

Mr. THOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.
. Mr. THOM. I am in sympathy with the general object
sought to be attained by the gentleman from Iowa, but let
us suppose this instance: Here is a family who locates on a
farm and the husband suddenly becomes an invalid and
cannot continue the operation of the farm.

Mr. BIERMANN. The bill covers a situation of that kind
in another section. My amendmenf would not preclude
that. If a man becomes an invalid or if he dies or if
some unforseen thing happens, there is a remedy provided.

Mr., THOM. You would have to have some discretion in
the Farm Board.

Mr. BIERMANN. The following is a simple illusiration
of what may happen in thousands of cases if the credit and
mortgage program as now proposed in H. R. 7562 is put
into effect and the purchasers are allowed to pay their debts
to the Government and sell the land at any time they desire.
Let us assume that the reasonable appraised value of the
farm is $3,000, and that the Secretary secures the loan by
a first mortgage on the property which is to be amortized
within 30 years, at 3-percent interest. - Under such circum-
stances the annual payment would be $153, a part of which
would be used to reduce the amount of the loan. Within 3
years the tenant purchaser would have repaid the Govern-
ment approximately $195 on the principal of the $3,000
loan.

Suppose now that land values have risen and a local real-
estate operator knows that he can sell this particular farm
for $4,000. Obviously, he can make a profit if he can buy
the farm for $3,500. Since the tenant purchaser agreed to
pay the Government $3,000 for the farm, and has actually
paid only $195 on the principal, it is obvious that he also
has a chance to make a profit by selling for $3,500. If he
accepts the offer made by the real-estate dealer, he can pay
the Government the balance of $2,805 and have left $695
in cash, of which $500 is clear profit.
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Both the speculator and the farmer have made a $500
profit each on the double transaction. But what has hap-

pened to the Government’s program of aiding the tenant

farmer in becoming an owner? Obviously, it has failed.
The tenant purchaser whom the Government started toward
home ownership no longer has a farm. The man who now
owns the farm may be another speculator or an absentee
owner. He may, of course, be an operating farmer, but
even so, he has paid $4,000 for a farm at speculative levels
\:h.tch. according to normal appraised value, is worth only
3,000.

Unless there is some kind of restriction in the mortgage
or loan contract, which will prevent such a situation from
occuring, a Government program of this type will aid in
bringing about an increase in land values. Its greatest ad-
verse effect will be at times when speculation is rife, and
g:nce the program will be a direct impetus to speculative

oms.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CorFFegl.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, title I of
this bill provides authority for the Secretary of Agriculture
to loan $10,000,000 for the first year, $25,000,000 the second
year, and $50,000,000 the third year to farm tenants, farm
laborers, and sharecroppers to purchase farms. While this
is a large amount of money, it will be only a drop in the
bucket in comparison to the amount that would be re-
quired to make farm owners out of all the farm tenants in
this country. At present there are 2,860,000 tenants. There
are 40,000 people being added to this class annually. As-
suming that the average cost of a self-sustaining farm would
be $5,000—and it runs much more than this in the North—
only 2,000 tenants in the United States could be financed
the first year, 5,000 the second year, and 10,000 the third
year, with $50,000,000 appropriated. In other words, the
$50,000,000 would only take care of about one-fourth of
those dropping into the tenant class every year, and it
would provide a farm for only one of every 286 tenants and
sharecroppers in the United States. The $10,000,000 will
provide loans to purchase only 1 farm for every 1,430
tenants and sharecroppers.

With 2,907 counties in the United States having 300 or
more farms each and regarded by the Agriculture Depart-
ment as agricultural counties, it is evident that it would
require approximately $15,000,000 to finance only one ten=-
ant in each of these agricultural counties in the United
States. It is clearly evident that only a very small per=
centage of the tenants can be benefited under this legisla-
tion and that the vast majority, who might be led to believe
that a generous Federal Government will loan them money
to purchase a farm, will be disappointed. If you are going
to treat them all alike, it would require over $14,000,000,000
to finance the purchase of farms for all the tenants and
ﬁa&-ecroppers in the United States. Obviously this cannot

one.

Under the bill as it stands, the Secretary is authorized to
loan 100 percent of the purchase price. Such an unsound
loaning policy by the Federal Government, in my judgment,
cannot be justified.

The serious question involved is, Should the Federal Gov-
ernment embark on an unsound program that will in future
years bring demands on Congress to appropriate billions of
dollars for this purpose, or should we approach this problem
with a more practical loaning policy that would in itself limit
the number who might apply for the benefits of this act?

I propose fo offer an amendment at the appropriate time to
section 3 (a) of title I, to provide that these loans shall not
be in excess of 90 percent of the value of the farm. I do not
contend that this will make all the loans sound, but it will be
a great improvement over the present provision authorizing
100-percent loans. It is a mistake to encourage tenants to
assume the burden of ownership before they are financially
able to do so. A great many farmers are in a far more fa-
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vorable position as tenants than they would be as farm
OWners.

By requiring the tenant who is to be financed to make a
down payment of 10 percent, the Government will be saved
millions of dollars in possible future losses and the future
success of this program will be greatly enhanced. It will
encourage thrift to make loans available only to those ten-
ants who are better able to purchase and assume the burden
of financial responsibility of operating their own farms. And
furthermore, by requiring the 10 percent payment, the pros-
pects are greater for the purchaser to eventually pay off the
indebtedness due the Federal Government.

This bill will not solve the farm-tenant problem which is
a result, rather than cause, of an economic maladjustment.
If we could make farming profitable, the farm-tenant prob-
lem would solve itself.

I have 32 counties in my district, which is entirely of an
agricultural nature. The State of Nebraska depends solely
upon agriculture as it has no natural resources other than
fertile soil and water. Of the farmers in my district, 49.3
percent are tenants. I do not believe there is a better class
or a more worthy class of farm tenants in the United States
than you will find in Nebraska. They are not expecting,
neither are they asking, the Federal Government fo finance
the full purchase price of a farm for them. They realize
that some limitation must be placed on Federal expenditures
and that they will be called upon as taxpayers to repay their
share of the 36 billion dollars of bonds the Federal Govern-
ment now owes, not to mention any further increases that
may be incurred. They realize the Federal Government
cannot maintain its stability in continuing indefinitely to
spend more than its revenues. They are more interested
in legislation that will maintain fair prices on agricultural
commodities.

Nebraska last year suffered a loss of $288,000,000 due to
the drought. This is more than one-half of the total loss
sustained by all of the States in the recently flooded area of
the Ohio River. In 1934 we suffered a drought equally as
severe, and the 2 years were the worst droughts in over 40
years. In spite of all this, Nebraska as a State has main-
tained its credit and is one of the few States in the Union
that has no bonded indebtedness. It has no State income
tax nor State sales tax. Nebraska balances its budget.
When we do not have the money we do not spend it. I
commend Nebraska's record to you in charting the future
financial policy of the Federal Government.

Because of the great distress in the drought area, rehabili-
tation loans, as provided for in title IT of this bill, have been
of great assistance in rehabilitating many worthy tenants.
In many cases a loan of 8 few hundred dollars has made it
possible for these rehabilitation clients to become self-
sustaining on rented farms at less expense to the Federal
Government than would have resulted had they been left
on the relief rolls and to work on W. P. A. projects.

Under title IIT funds are authorized for the purchase by
the Government of submarginal land. This would be a con-
tinuation of the present program and in many States addi-
tional purchases are necessary to block together the pur-
chases already made. The objective is to retire this sub-
marginal land from unprofitable crop production and to
turn it back to grass and into grazing and forest areas. In
purchasing this land the Government will have something
to show for the money spent. It will help to relieve crop
surpluses, especially in wheat, since in good years this sub-
marginal land helps to swell the price-depressing surplus.
Twenty-five percent of the net revenue received by the Sec-
retary from the use of the land will be paid to the respec-
tive counties for school and road purposes. This is quite
essential inasmuch as a great deal of the taxable property
in some counties has been or will be purchased by the Gov-
ernment under this program.

I am supporting titles II, ITI, and IV of this bill, and I
urge that title I be amended to limit the loans to 90 per-
cent of the value of the farm in order that we may approach
the farm-tenant problem on a sounder basis. [Applause.]
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CULKIN].

Mr, CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, although I am speaking on
& related subject, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
10 minutes out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

THE FORGOTTEN MAN—THE AMERICAN DAIRYMAN

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SNeLL] last week made reference to the sad plight
of the dairymen in the North and Northeast. This picture
he painted was not too pessimistic. The American dairy-
man, be it said, is making a more important contribution to
the health and welfare of the American people than any
other type of farmer. He is making an essential contribu-
tion to the physical growth and development of American
childhood and youth. It is important fo remember in these
days when we are spending hundreds of millions of dollars
on soil conservation that his is the only type of farming that
conserves soil fertilily. Nor is his any seasonal job. He
works from dawn to dark 365 days of the year. The assess-
ments on his property require him to pay $90,000,000 annu-
ally in taxes. The dairymen of the North and East have
spent $250,000,000 in perfecting their herds and in insuring
the sanitary production and marketing of milk. He educates
his worth-while child and from this group is recruited the
American leadership in professions, science, art, and politics.
Despite all this record of service to the Nation, he is today
threatened with social and economic extfinction. If present
conditions continue he and his will be scattered to the four
winds, and the professionals, exploiters, and economic para-
sites will be “in the saddle.”

THE FORGOTTEN DAIRYMAN

The condition of the corn, cotton, and wheat farmers
has, so far as the Government can do it, been aided and
promoted. But on the head of the dairyman has fallen in
these troublesome times all the evils of an arrogant and
stupid bureaucracy. The original A. A. A. included dairy
products as one of the basic commodities. Under the urge
of the late Rex Tugwell, now gone to sweeter camping
grounds, Secretary Wallace’s initial object was to hamper
the dairyman by destroying the solidarity gained through
cooperative organizations. This procedure failed, but it left
the dairyman exhausted and with no governmental reme-
dies applied to his desperate condition.

No sooner was the program out of the way than the
dairyman was placed on the altar of foreign trade by the
present scheme of trade agreements. In these agreements
he was sold over the Lakes and across the seas by the for-
eign trade policy of the administration. Year by year this
foreign encroachment on the market of the dairyman, both
from this continent and Europe, has been increasing in
volume. Last year the shipment of dairy products to the
United States from sources where sanitary production is
entirely unknown, amounted to $16,102,954. The foregoing
facts are now history, and I merely review them so that the
House may have a picture of these recent years.

UNDERPAID AND EXPLOITED

The economic vise in which the dairyman finds himself is
due to the fact that he has been unable to obtain a living
price for his product. This has not been due to overpro-
duction, although at times the production of dairy prod-
ucts just about balances the national demand. The fact is
that this marketing of dairy products is in the grip of an
unrestrained savage monopoly which reaches into practi-
cally every part of continental America. This monopoly
is composed of the Natiomal Dairy Products Corporation,
which corporation, acting in collaboration with the Borden
Co. and the Plymouth Cheese Board, of Plymouth, Wis., fix
with inflexible certainty the amount that the dairy pro-
ducer shall get for his product. These outfits hold the
dairyman in the hollow of their hand, and, while these great
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corporations are paying high dividends on their very much
watered stock and millions to their officers and lobbyists in
salaries, they give the dairyman starvation prices for his
products. I again make bold to say that the dairyman,
under the manipulations of these professionals, will soon
cease to be an economic and social factor in America.

A CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY

The first phase of this criminal monopoly to which I wish
to call your attention is the price-fixing performance which
for many years has been going on at Plymouth, Wis., prin-
cipally through the Plymouth Cheese Exchange. I call the
attention of the House to the report of the Federal Trade
Commission made April 30, 1928, and printed as Public
Document No. 95. It appears that this Plymouth Exchange
meets weekly and is made up entirely of dealers and proces-
sors. The dominating influences on the board are the Na-
tional Dairy Products Corporation, the Borden Co., and the
“packer kings”, Swift & Co., and Armour & Co. The satellites
of these outfits meet before the alleged market day and
agree on a price of cheese for the following week.” The next
day a meeting of the board is held and the fiction of bids
with no deliveries is gone through with. The price of cheese
is thus fixed for the following week by these criminal monop-
olists and the 140,000 dairy farmers who are delivering milk
to cheese factories throughout the United States receive a
price for their milk at the cheese factory based on the weekly
price of cheese fixed as I have stated.

There are 160,000 farmers delivering milk to evaporated
milk plants in the United States, and the price they receive
is fixed on a formula in which the price of cheese at Ply-
mouth, Wis,, is a large factor.

In the Chicago milkshed at least 20,000 dairy farmers are
delivering milk for fluid purposes in the city of Chicago, and
they are paid for their milk on a formula which takes into
consideration the price of cheese at Plymouth, Wis., fixed
by the “packer kings” and their associates. In the Nation
generally there are 2,500,000 additional dairymen whose eco-
neomic life is threatened by this brazen procedure.

The price of milk products is interdependent. When the
price of either butter, cheese, or fluid milk is beaten down,
it affects the whole price structure in every part of the
country., It affects the well-being and security of every
dairyman in the Nation. And so I charge today that there
exists at Plymouth, Wis., a criminal conspiracy against the
well-being of a great mass of our people, which is, in fact,
holding this great army of dairy producers in a state of
almost complete serfdom. The Federal Trade Commission
has made repeated findings on this question, and yet the
executive branch of our Government and those officials in
charge of enforcing the Antitrust Act do not function. They
permit this economic homicide to go on without hindrance.

THE ROEBER BARONS

I refer the Members of the House to the report of the
Federal Trade Commission, made in September 1936, where
it reiterates former findings, and states that the price of
twins cheese, which is also the basis of determining the price
of fluid milk to dairymen, was fixed by the sales offers made
on the Plymouth, Wis., Cheese Exchange by a subsidiary of
Swift & Co., a subsidiary of the National Dairy Products
Corporation, a subsidiary of the Borden Co., and a subsidi-
ary of the Armour Co. If the Federal Trade Commission
does not have jurisdiction over this question, the query nat-
urally arises as to whether or not they called it to the
attention of the Attorney General's office. Three times this
Commission has gone to the well on this and made findings,
and yet on March 2, this year, the Commission sent out a
new press release, which only promised further investigation.
I make bold to call upon the Federal Trade Commission to
pursue this inquiry to its logical conclusion and to call into
play the full power of law enforcement against the “packer
kings” and the other robber barons, who are, in fact, destroy-
ing one of the most essential and worth-while farm groups.

THE DUTY OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

I likewise call upon the Attorney General, whose record
In the field of criminal-law enforcement is greatly com-
mended and admired by me, to turn loose the G-men of his
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Antitrust Division against these greedy monopolists who are
robbing the American dairyman blind. I suggest to the Fed-
eral Trade Commission and the Attorney General that they
stand not upon the order of their going, but go at once and
land some of these criminal parasites behind the bars of
Iﬁavenwort.h prison, or some other convenient Federal domi-
cile.

My remarks on this question would be inconclusive if I
did not enumerate more in detail the outfits which are de-
stroying the dairyman. Let me briefly call the roll on some
of these participants in this criminal conspiracy.

First, there are the so-called “packer kings”, Swift and
Armour, and others of their ilk. They toil not, neither do
they spin, but even during the lean years of the depression
they showed profits well up into the hundred millions. Just
now they are engaged in a frontal attack on the butter mar-
ket by exploiting the manufacture and sale of synthetic
oleomargarine in place of life-giving butter. You have all
had their propaganda on your desks and know whereof I
speak.

THE MONOPOLY CALLED THE NATIONAL DAIRY PRODUCTS CORPORATION

Perhaps the most colossal outfit in this field is the National
Dairy Products Corporation, which was born in 1923, and is
now in control of, and has acquired by purchase, 238 organi-
zations. which have to do with the marketing of dairy prod-
ucts. They reach into every nook and corner of the land, and
for good measure, so they may give the American dairyman
foreign competition, they have plants in eight foreign coun-
tries. The report of the Federal Trade Commission, filed with
the Speaker of the House on September 30, 1936, shows that
during 1935 48 officers and executives of the National Dairy
Products Corporation received in excess of $15,000 each, and
that the total salaries of this group amounted to $1,129,000.
The average salary of these men came to more than $25,000
annually, The president of this company received an annual
salary of $108,000; J. L. Kraft, an officer, received $75,000
annually, and L. A. Von Bomel, of the Sheffield Farms, a sub-
sidiary of the National Dairy Products Corporation, received
an annual salary of $60,000. These were the salaries which
appeared on paper, but doubtless the amount they received in
bonuses and from other sources amounted to as much more.
It is safe to say that they disburse annually for lobbyists and
entertainment in various State capitals and for political law-
yers as high as $5,000,000. All through the years and through
the depression they paid liberal dividends on their preferred
and common stock, this at a time when the dairyman was
going over the hill to the poorhouse. This quasi criminal
outfit has a stranglehold on the milksheds of the country.

I charge that the National Dairy Products Corporation is
in direct collusion with Borden, the “packer kings”, and
other distributors in fixing the price paid to the producer.

THE FUNCTION OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

I have been carefully through the findings of the Federal
Trade Commission in the various milksheds as to the activi-
ties of this outfit. May I say that I have always had a high
regard for the Federal Trade Commission as a fact-finding
body? I have been inclined to class them with the United
States engineers in their loyalty and devotion to the pub-
lic service. But I confess a feeling of disappointment in
reading their report. In some respects it is haphazard, and
its conclusions are often mere surface findings. It does not
live up to the high traditions of the Federal Trade Com-
mission. Reading between the lines it is apparent to me
that monopoly exists in most of the milksheds of the coun-
try, and the National Dairy Products Corporation and the
Bordens are in command.

It appears, too, from the corespondence set forth in the
report that these outfits have divided up the various milk-
sheds like captive provinces and have thus regulated the
price the dairyman gets for his product. This question is, of
course, infinitely more important than any partisan consid-
eration, but the story is rife, and will not down, that Field
Marshal Farley has placed his hand on the staff of the Com-
mission. We all know the firm of Davies, Busick & Rich-
ardson, lawyers, are the attorneys for the National Dairy
Products Corporation. Joseph B. Davies, of this firm, is
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now Ambassador to Russia and Donald Richberg, who was
the last potentate of the defunct N. R. A, is likewise a
member of this firm. Mr. Richberg is said to be the Presi-
dential choice for the SBupreme Court vacancy and is now
sald to occupy the position of chief adviser and “brain
truster” extraordinary to the distinguished occupant of the
White House, I am curious to know how much the Na-
tional Dairy Products Corporation pays this firm of lawyers
and for what.

The fact is the National Dairy Products Corporation has
gone into 300 communities and by oppressive methods, which
were characteristic of the lush days of the Standard Oil Co.,
broke down the price structure to the dairymen and so holds
him eternally in a vise. This inference of mine would be
made by any jury, and the statement that the National Dairy
Products Corporation only use such a percentage of na-
tional production, as appears from this report, would seem
to come from the lips of the political lawyers who represent
this outfit.

THE BORDEN GROUP

Hand and hand with the National Dairy Products Corpo-
ration goes the Borden Co. which now controls 200 com-
panies in every branch of the dairy industry. There are
19 States, as well as Canada, England, and Sweden, in which
this company is active. I call attention again to the foreign
affiliates of this company. They are used, of course, to stim-
ulate foreign imports and to break down the price structure
to the dairyman. The surface salaries of this outfit amount
to more than a million dollars a year. The president, Ar-
thur W. Milburn, receives $95,000 a year. This company is
especially concentrated in the metropolitan areas, where the
spread between what the producer gets and the farmer gets is
little short of murderous. The correspondence printed by
the Federal Trade Commission established conclusively that
this company is acting in viclation of the antitrust act con-
tinually. The methods of this company are notoriously cor-
rupt and oppressive. They maintain lavish suites at the
various capitals and you can always have the Borden lobby-
ist pointed out to you. He usually sticks up like a sore
thumb. Last year the Borden profits were the best in ifs
history.

The foregoing is true of the National Dairy Products Cor-
poration. Last year their income was higher than ever be-
fore. Their net profit, after charges and dividends on pre-
ferred stock had been deducted, amounted to $13,000,282.38,

I have great confidence in the integrity and high ability
of Messrs. Davis and Ayers, of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion. They were former Members of the House. I was

delighted when the President appointed them to the Fed-

eral Trade Commission, for I knew they would carry the
banner for real law enforcement in the interests of the
people. I have not lost my confidence in these men. But I
am calling to the attention of the counfry and the Com:-
mission the foregoing facts and hope that investigations of
milksheds where the National Dairy Products Corporation
is concerned will no longer be perfunctory or casual. In
doing that I speak for the dairymen of my district and of
the country. Not long since the president of the Dairy-
man'’s League in New York State, Mr. Fred A. Sexauer, called
the attention of the dairymen of New York State to the fact
that dealers expect, through coercion, threats and propa-
ganda to force farmers to protect dealers’ interests. Mr.
Sexauer knew whereof he spoke, There is a new milk law
in New York State, born of agitation and distrust, and ob-
viously it is the intention of these monopolistic outfits like
the National Dairy Products Corporation and Bordens to en-
deavor to take the law in their own hands. I particularly
invite that situation to the attention of the Federal Trade
Commission and ask that they go into action on it.
A CHALLENGE TO ORGANIZED SOCIETY

In conclusion let me state the conditions I have de-
scribed are a challenge to organized government. They
concern public health and a vast number of dairymen who
have their backs to the wall by reason of this monopolistic
performance. The legal machinery is adequate for disciplin-

ing these exploiters and the time is now ripe when they
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must be shown that organized government and the law
dominates this Nation. The Congress and the country will
watch with interest and concern the performance of the
Attorney General and the Federal Trade Commission in this
situation. [Applause.]

FARM-TENANCY BILL

Mr, DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PiErcel.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, my congratulations to our
colleague from New York [Mr. Curximn.] He has put his
finger on the difficulty and explained why we have farm
tenancy.

We have heard eloquent speeches from the Chairman of
this Committee, from the Speaker of this House, and from
the always eloquent gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH]. The real reason for farm tenancy was cor-
recily stated by Mr, CuLkIn.

I hope you are all familiar with Charles Beard’s history
which he calls the Rise of American Civilization. In open-
ing his chapter on agriculture, he says:

In every age and in every clime where civilization has passed
its most pﬂmltlve form, there has always appeared a small group
of men devoted to finance, commerce, and industry, and this

group of men has always borne down with terrific oppression
upon the group that derives its sustenance from agriculture.

When our Speaker this afternoon so eloquently told us of
the conditions in Alabama and described the condition of
those people who are the descendants of the Huguenots and
the Cavaliers, the best blood of America, I could not help
but wonder why they had lost their heritage. It is a well
known fact that following the Revolutionary War the finest
strip of land on earth was from the Alleghenies west to the
Mississippi River and from the Lakes to the Gulf, afterward
increased by the Louisiana Purchase and extended later
by the acquisition of Texas and the great Northwest. Why
did the descendants of these Cavaliers and Huguenots lose
their lands? For the very reason that Beard so graph-
ically described—on account of the group devoted to finance,
commerce, and industry who, today, have borne down upon
the group that lives on the farm as described so eloquently
by the gentleman from New York. -

Farm tenancy is a symptom, it is not the disease. A few
weeks ago I had an acute pain in my side. The physician
looked me over. He did not give me medicine to kill that
pain, he put me on a table, cut me open, found out the
cause, removed fit, and this is what we should do with
respect to farm tenancy. What has caused it? The very
thing that our colleague from New York has so graphically
described.

It surely is not necessary to call the attention of the
Committee of the Whole House o the fact that this bill
under consideration is no cure for the farm problem. It
will not even scratch the surface. This farm bill is a mere
gesture. The farm problem is a serious one which has been
more than a century and a half in the making. Soon it
must be met and solved by some substantial and far-
reaching action quite unlike our emergency legislation. The
American farmer must really be put on a parity with in-
dustry or he will sink to peasantry. By “parity”, I mean
income for labor and investment and resultant products
equivalent to that which is the reward in industry and
commerce. Farm tenantry is not even one of the major
problems confronting the men and women who are pro-
ducing the food and fiber upon which America is living, and
upon which industry thrives. Millions upon millions of
acres of land were given by the Government, practically
without cost, to the ancestors of many of the present
tenants. Conditions that made tenants of them, instead
of landowners, are still here. These conditions are not cor-
rected by this bill, nor can they be changed by any similar
bill. Tenancy conditions are very different in sections of
our country. In my section, good farmers prefer to rent
lands because they make more money and have full use of
earnings, avoiding taxes and interest. It is now hard to
find a good farm for rent. In some sections tenancy seems

| to0 be a form of peonage. The same legislation cannot be
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curative in all situations. The Committee on Agriculture of

the House spent over 12 weeks, sitting almost every day, con-

sidering practically nothing but farm tenancy. It was the

longest discussion of one phase of the farm situation that

has occurred in that committee since I have been a member
it.

o.t t THE FIRST TENANT BILL

While I do not consider the problem a major one, never-
theless, since farm tenancy increases year by year, it is a
matter of concern and should be studied. It will continue,
in spite of all the bills of this class we may pass. Major
problems facing agriculture should first be correctly solved.
There are two theories advanced for corrective legislation
on the farm-tenant problem, and each was forcefully pre-
sented by its proponents who appeared before the Committee
on Agriculture. The one pressed hardest was the plan by
which the Government would buy tracts of land in tenant
sections and resell farms to selected tenants. The original
idea was to invest $100,000,000 a year for 10 years, or a total
of $1,000,000,000 to be provided by the Government for the
solution of this minor problem. This parallels the Russian
system, making the Government a superlandlord. It would
have been a great help to those who have found themselves
in possession of enormous holdings of land of little value,
I doubt if it would have helped the small farmer, This plan
contemplated the supervision of the tenants from the foun-
tain of all wisdom on agriculture, namely, Washington, D. C.
Had regulations been adopted similar to those used in
Resettlement, the tenant would have been obliged to secure
approval from the National Capital for every improvement
planned and for each building that he wished to construct.
These plans were based on the assumption that Government
would supply, as leaders or preceptors, men of perfect judg-
ment and wide practical knowledge. My observation leads
me to suggest that men and women engaged in advising
others should first qualify themselves by successfully operat-
ing under similar conditions.

One idea discussed at great length, incorporated in some
of the prints of the bill, was that the tenant should not be
allowed to sell the land once he entered the “service” and
made payments thereon, until many years had passed.
Those who proposed this kind of treatment acted upon the
theory that tenantry had been brought about by the care-
lessness of the tenants; that they had not kept their land,
had wasted it and what it had produced. The facts are that
tenantry has grown, and will continue to grow, from causes
that eannot be corrected by the tenant,

THE PRESENT TENANT EBILL

A substitute bill was offered providing for a Government
loan fund for those who wanted to buy land and become
landlords. This bill, now pending before this House, is a
compromise bill and provides that $10,000,000 for the first
year may be loaned under certain conditions to tenants
selected by the Department of Agriculture which is given
the unrestricted right to acquire the lands for the experi-
ment. The second year $25,000,000 to be devoted to such
expenditures, and the third year fifty millions. There are
about 3,200 counties in the United States; it is safe to say
that portions of this money will be desired by nearly 3,000
counties. This would provide one farm of $3,000 in value
for some one lucky tenant who wants to become a land-
owner in each of the 3,000 counties, provided the money is
equitably distributed. It is like trying to dip up the ocean
with a bucket; it will not make even an impression. It will be
difficult to administer such an act impartially and to the
satisfaction of the poor farmers. Next year there will be
$25,000,000 to spend, that will be two and one-half farms
in each county, and the third year it will be five farms to a
county at a valuation of $3,000. The facts of the case are,
that in most of the Pacific Northwest and much of the North,
not very much of a farm can be purchased for $3,000. Still
I believe that it is best to pass the bill and stop the clamor
for this type of legislation.

OBJECTIONS TO THE BILLS

I am free to admit that I opposed the first bills for the
Government’s purchasing tracts of land, and then trying to
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fit the tenants into the picture. I think that was the height
of folly, especially for the West. I have no accusations to
make and no time to state the fears expressed to me, but
how easy it would be for certain people or companies owning
tracts of land to make the proper showing to certain officials,
and to secure from them the sale of their lands to the Gov-
ernment. How easily the worn-out, valueless, heavily eroded
land could be sold to the Government for real money and
then unloaded on a poor tenant compelled to assume the
burden for repaying his “paternal” Government. The poor
fellow might be bilked by the very Government that was pre-
tending to help him. There might have been very great
danger of fraud or charges and suspicion contaminating
every movement of such a plan for solving the tenant prob-
lem. Iam glad that system was not adopted.

I dreaded such results more than I feared the situation
pictured by our colleague from Iowa, and others, that the
farm tenant, after buying a place with Government help,
would sell the land when he could make a few dollars. We
ought not to prevent the tenant, who has struggled through
years without any margin of profit, from realizing a little
profit of his own. I, for one, would not blame him when he
can have $1,000 in the clear, or whatever he may think suf-
ficient, if he should sell his farm to another. I see no harm
in allowing the farmer to be a free agent.

FARM PRICES MUST BE STABILIZED

The real difficulty of the whole agricultural situation will
not be even remotely affected by the passage and enforce-
ment of this bill. Among the farmers’ serious problems I
would list first the uncertainty of price for his products.
When he plants a field of corn or an acre of wheat the
farmer has to take all chances on weather conditions that
may ruin the crop at any time from planting to harvest;
and then, when the product is ready for the markets, he is
obliged to sell it in competition with the same product from
all the leading countries of the world. Especially is this true
of wheat. Somebody has said the farmer is a gambler; in-
deed, I know of no one who takes bigger chances than the
wheat farmer, with smaller opportunity to make a winning,
I can see no solution for the future except some sort of fixed
and guaranteed price. I do not know that the country is
ready for it; I do not know that it could be enforced even if
we enacted it into law; but certainly from ocean to ocean
and in every meeting of groups where farmers’ problems are
discussed, the question of a reasonable price for leading agri-
cultural products should be under discussion. The 12 weeks
spent on the farm-tenant bill, I think, could have been better
devoted to consideration of the problem of prices on leading
farm products than so many hours spent attempting to get
the Government into the real-estate business by purchasing
large tracts for the purpose of seftling tenants thereon.

EPECULATION IS THE MAJOR FARM PROBLEM

The ever-normal granary is not an idle dream: it is a
suggestion worthy of the most careful study. There should
be held in this country, at all times, sufficient products, like
wheat, to carry us over any reasonable period of crop failure.
Wheat, corn, rice, and other products of this nature lend
themselves easily to storage and can be carried over from
year to year for a reasonable length of time. The plan
would aid materially in wiping out the agricultural depres-
sions and levelling down the high spots. When the farmers
of the Pacific Northwest harvested their crop in the fall of
1936, all creditors immediately commenced to push hard for
their money. Wheat at that time was about 60 cents a
bushel at local stations. Many of the farmers, perhaps
most of them, were obliged to sell. Wheat later in the fall
and early winter went up above the dollar mark at the local
stations. That rise of 40 to 50 cents did many of the pro-
ducers no good—it was money made by the speculators, the
warehouse men, who had been able to buy of the distressed
farmer and hold for the higher prices. For several weeks,
now, in the leading markets of the United States, the price
has ranged around $1.10 to $1.30 a bushel, bringing to the
farmer something like 85 cents to a dollar. Should the full
crop mature, as we now have in prospect, again there will be
a depression in prices, unless some unforeseen event occurs.
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Many of the farmers will be obliged to market their crop at
75 or 80 cents a bushel, which will leave very small margin
of profit, if any. That leads me to the conclusion that there
must be some legislation wiping out the speculation in grains.,
During the years of the World War I was a large producer
of wheat in Oregon. We had a set, firm market in Chicago
at that time, for the gamblers were not buying or selling.
They were not allowed to operate under the law. I took
chances when I planted my wheat on the quantity of the
crop, but I knew the price I was going to get for it when
it was ready for the market. Those were the 3 most happy
years of my life in the farming industry, The Government
had fixed the price at cost with a reasonable margin of
profit. Ever since I have wondered why if such laws can be
passed and enforced in times of war they will not serve in
times of peace? Speculation in farm products is the first
and major farm problem.
TAXES THE SECOND PROBLEM

Another problem, and one that seems to grow worse with
the years, is that of taxes, which are just the same whether
the farmer has a good year or a bad one, whether prices are
high or low. The farmer’s possessions out in plain sight are
tangible and the assessor has no difficulty in finding them,
He can see livestock and land and all the machinery that
the farmer has. The assessor fixes the value, and the
farmer pays on a higher percentage of value than any other
taxpayer. All government activities grow more expensive
year by year. The merchant must ask a little more for his
goods that the farmer has to buy because he, too, pays more
taxes. Farmers’ mowers, reapers, or binders cost more be-
cause that merchant has to pay the extra charges. In other
words, the extra high taxes in city, county, State and
Nation are passed on to the man who cannot pass them
on—the farmer. He goes ahead and does not and cannot
question the price of anything, neither that which he buys
nor what he sells,. An investigation of the trusits which
make farm machinery has been foo long delayed. Why
does Government permit these prices to soar?

Recently I made a study of the cost of electricity to con-
.sumers, comparing Portland and Tacoma. I ascertained
that the city of Portland pays about $5,000,000 a year more
than it would pay if it had a publicly owned plant operated
like that in Tacoma. Those $5,000,000 are paid by the
citizens and businessmen of Portland. The merchants of
Portland collect them from their customers, some of whom
are the farmers, who pay much of that $5,000,000 in in-
creased costs of what they buy, and lowered prices of what
-they sell. :

Several years ago, when Governor of the State, I started
a campaign fo remove all State taxes from real estate by
substituting income and other taxes; I met with many diffi-
culties. I am delighted to note that now, some 15 years
later, the goal toward which I struggled in the years gone
by has been reached and Oregon levies no taxes upon real
property for the maintenance of State government. Real
property should pay a reasonable tax, but much of the ex-
pense of city and county governments should come from
sources other than real estate.

INTEREST EATES ANOTHER PROBLEM

Another ever-present problem on a farm is interest. I
have spoken so often in the last 5 years on the floor of this
House on the subject of interest rates, that probably there
is nothing new to be added. I do desire again to emphasize
my belief that interest, unconscionably high interest, is
largely the cause of our difficulties today. Our capitalistic
system, which has developed such a useful, valuable, pleas-
ant civilization, is based on interest higher than the increase
of wealth. It is such a cancerous, deep-seated growth that
the only way the present capitalistic civilization can survive
is occasional periods of depression in which large amounts
of capitalization are wiped out by repudiation and composi-
tions. Business starts up again and goes on until interest
has once more brought its evil resulls, and another depres-
sion follows. In other words, the depression cycle seems to
be a part of the economic system, for when obligations draw
interest beyond the increase of wealth it is only a question
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of time until those obligations become so oppressive and the
annual contribution for inferest each year is so large that
it cannot be paid. The farmer, being the ultimate consumer
and in a business requiring borrowed money, is in a position
to bear the brunt. He takes the heavy load resulting from
these interest charges above and beyond the increase of
wealth. No interest beyond the increase of wealth should be
charged or collected on long-time obligations. The one who
contributes only his money and demands 100-percent secur=-
ity and takes none of the risks of the business should justly
receive only the amount that would approximate the in-
crease of wealth which is usually calculated at about 2 per-
cent a year.

I deeply regret the refusal of this administration to assist
in holding the reduction of interest in the Federal land bank
to 3! percent for another year. I realize the fact that the
Federal land bank has several millions in outstanding bonds
which are drawing 4 percent and more inferest, and most
of these bonds are not yet callable. The farmers of today
ought not to pay for the governmental mistakes of yesterday.

I cannot see now, and never could see, any justification in
requiring the borrower to invest 5 percent of the amount
of his loan in stock in the loaning association. The same
exaction is made from the producer who is obliged to borrow
through the Crop Production Association. I never have
been able to obtain figures from the Farm Credit Admin-
istration as to what portion of that 5 percent exacted from
borrowers is lost through bad loans, but my observation is
that the loss of this stock is 100 percent to many borrowers.
This is not the fault of the farmer but of the method. The
result is that many who borrow money on land from the
Federal Government at 4 percent pay more than 5 percent
for that money. Those who object to the reduced interest
rate never mention the 5-percent forced investment.

I know the Farm Credit Administration constantly issues
newspaper releases showing the large amounts of money
loaned farmers through various governmental agencies. I
have no way of comparing these figures with the amounts
lent by all agencies prior to 1929. I daresay, if fisures could
be secured, it would be found that the amount lent through
the Production Credit Corporation and the Farm Credit
Administration is only a small percentage of the amounts
loaned to farmers by banks, insurance companies, and
private individuals prior to the catastrophe of 1929. The
Government, through its lending agencies, has made rules
so stringent, and the demand for securities so severe, that
many who would like to secure farm loans have been unable
to do so. Many a farmer who would like to negotiate a loan
through the Crop Production Association is unable to get
it because he cannot meet the severe conditions exacted by
the Government. I believe the Government should use
every force and power available to keep farm interest rates
down, and there are plenty of powers available if they were
used. So I name that as another real farm problem which
is not even seriously considered at this time, and through
this bill.

TRANSPORTATION COSTS A FROBLEM

Transportation is another ever-present problem to the
average farmer. The wheat regions of the West are subject
to an excessively high toll from transportation lines which
move the wheat from local warehouses to mills and water
terminals. When the World War was on, freight rates were
on an average of about 50 percent less than they are today.
Formerly, before the war, I could ship a bushel of wheat
from my ranch to tidewater for 9 cents. Those rates have
been advanced at different times until today it costs over
15 cents a bushel.

The Interstate Commerce Commission is supposed equi-
tably to adjust transportation rates. They seem to be con-
vinced that their chief duty is to recognize a rate schedule
sufficiently high to earn money to pay interest and divi-
dends upon inflated valuations. It has been estimated that
if the water could be squeezed ouf of the stock and bonds of
themporta.ﬂmnnes.zreightratescouldbereduwdw
one-
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REAL FAEM LEGISLATION NEEDED

I have set forth briefly what seem fo me to be the real
farm problems. I have done this to explain why I think
the pending bill will be of very little value. Those few who
receive the preferential benefits will have to struggle along
under the same handicaps now making farming difficult and
hazardous.

I sincerely hope some farm legislation of real value and
widespread benefit can be offered this body. When this
bill passes and becomes a law, I hope that the result will be
beneficial. I would be sorry indeed to learn that this is
offered and pressed for passage to still the demand for real
farm legislation. This act cannot justly be called the
“Farm Security Act of 1937.”. That is a misnomer. The
act covers only a very small portion of a broad field. Farm
security legislation has not yet come before this session.
[Applause.]

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KINzER].

Mr, KINZER. Mr, Chairman, I do not believe much argu-
ment is needed to impress the membership not only with the
desirability but the necessity for making some approach
to the problem here presented.

I am in entire agreement with the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. Corree] when he expressed his judgment with
respect to the provision of the bill providing for the lending
of Government money up to the full value of the land pur-
chased by the tenant farmer, who is the man sought to be
benefited. I have always thought that when you lent the
full price, it was not a loan any more, but a sale, and if we
are to follow the suggestion laid down by the Speaker, as
well as the gentleman from New York [Mr. WADSWORTHI,
we must realize there is an element of thrift, as well as one
of ability, to be considered by the local committee, and I do
not think it is wise for us to incorporate in the bill & provi-
sion to lend up to the full value, although the local commit-
tee may approve a loan for less than the value. If the
desirable tenants have a will to accomplish something and
to purchase a farm, they should have some part of the fund
which is intended to be used, and, following the example of
Denmark, 90 percent would be the limit of the loan.

As T have said, I am in entire accord with the suggestion
of the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CorrFee], and I think
an amendment limiting such a loan to 90 percent of the
purchase price is a good one.

I believe it is absolutely necessary for the Government to
make a start and to grant some assistance, although with
the amount of $10,000,000, when divided and spread over the
entire Nation, will be very small for the first year. However,
a beginning can be made, and, while this amount may not
buy many farms throughout the country, it will be a start
and provide an experiment which will be helpful in ap-
approaching a wise solution of the farm-tenant problem.
[Applause.]

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY].

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, on September 21, 1936, the
President addressed a lefter to Senator BankmEeap, of Ala-
bama, suggesting preparation of plans to meet the farm-
tenant problem, and in the letter stated:

Thoughtful people everywhere have been gravely concerned with
the steady increase in farm tenancy from 1880 to 1835. Since the
earliest days of their history it has been an ideal of the American
m"ople that every American should have an ownership interest in

d or in some other means of production.

Despite this fundamental objective, we have seen farm tenancy
increase relative to farm ownership decade by decade. An endur-
ing agricultural civilization must be built on the firm foundation
of home and farm ownership.

Any long-time improvement of the welfare of the Nation and of
farm people involves improvement of the tenancy situation.

The tenancy problem in the United States cannot be solved
overnight. But through Government financing of land purchased
by tenants, other countries, notably Ireland and Denmark, have
substantially increased farmer ownership of farm land.

I think we need some such approach. It should give tenants

who have demonstrated their ability to manage land an oppor-
tunity to buy farms on long-time terms at moderate interest
rates.
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On October 10, 1936, the President, in a speech delivered
in Omaha, Nebr., said:

It is a further part of our long-time farm policy to attack the
evil of farm tenancy. In this we have already made a good begin-
ning with lower inferest rates and better prices. We are preparing
legislation, in cooperation with farm leaders, to submit to the
Congress in January to help solve this problem. We cannot, as a
Nation, be content until we have reached the ultimate objective of
every farm family owning its own land.

After the election, on January 6, 1937, the President deliv-
ered before a joint session of the two Houses of Congress his
annual message, in which he stated:

There are far-reaching problems still with us for which democge
racy must find solutions if it is to consider itself successful.

And further said:

For example, many millions of Americans still live In habitations
which not only fail to provide the physical benefits of modern
civilization but breed disease and impair the health of future
generations. The menace exists not only in the slum areas of the
very large cities, but in many smaller cities as well. It exists on
tensgr'y’r.housand.s of farms, in varying degrees, in every part of the
country.

Another example is the prevalence of an un-American type of
tenant farming. I do not suggest that every farm family has the
capacity to earn a satisfactory living on its own farm. But many
thousands of tenant farmers—indeed most of them—with some
financial assistance and with some advice and training, can be
made self-supporting on land which can eventually belong to them.
The Nation would be wise to offer them that chance instead of
permitting them to go along as they do now, year after year,
with neither future security as tenants nor hope of ownership of
their homes nor expectation of bettering the lot of their children,

The figures in the 1935 census of agriculture show that
there are approximately 2,865,000 tenant farmers in the
United States. These are farmers who rent all of the land
they operate. They represent more than 42 percent of all
the farmers in the country. In addition to these 2,865,000
tenants, we have about 689,000 part owners. These part
owners are farmers who own part of the land they operate
and rent part of it. They represent 10 percent of all our
farmers. Hence, we are faced with the fact that 52 per-
cent—more than half—of all the farmers in the United
States rent all or part of the land they farm. An addi-
tional 1 percent of our farmers are hired managers. Con-
sequently, only 47 percent of the 6,812,000 farmers, enu-
merated by the census of 1935, own all of their land.

Realizing the magnitude of the problem, the President
appointed a special committee headed by the Secretary
of Agriculture and composed of farm leaders, experts, and
other distinguished citizens, and directed the committee to
make a careful study of the problem to the end that certain
recommendations for action might be made. Upon com-
pleting its investigation and study the committee filed its
report and recommended the enactment of legislation at
the present session of Congress. Early in this session
H. R. 8 was introduced by the distinguished chairman of
the House Committee on Agriculture and was referred to
and received the attention of that committee. Extensive
hearings were held and many officials, experts, farm leaders,
interested citizens, and groups of citizens were heard, and
the committee had the benefit of the findings of the com-
mittee appointed by the President. Several members of
the committee appeared and gave us the benefit of their
opinion as to the kind of measure which should be enacted.

In the Seventy-fourth Congress the House Committee on
Agriculture held hearings on two bills, H. R. 7018 and
8. 2367, but no action was taken at that time. 'The bill
now under consideration is the outgrowth of these long and
extensive hearings. I am sure, therefore, that the members
of the Committee on Agriculture who have sat through
these extensive hearings and protracted executive sessions
are impressed with the profound importance of the basic and
fundamental problem involved and of the absclute necessity
for its ultimate solution,

This bill seeks to deal with a grave social and vitally
important economic problem which is national in its scope.
I am not afraid that the membership of this House will
underrate the importance of the problem with which we are
now dealing. I am not afraid that we will forget those in
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the rural areas of our country who are not able to scratch
out even a bare existence on small and infertile farms and
in areas which have been devastated by floods and drought
and erosion; those on the hillsides and on the ragged edge
of swamp lands far from the stream of commerce and the
eyes of the world. I am not afraid that amid the conflicts
and bewilderments of the world in which we live that the
Democratic Party and its leadership will forget the desti-
tution and poverty of those who are helpless to help them-
selves in the rural sections of this great country, but, on the
other hand, I believe that it will reach out the strong arm
of this Government to lift them from their submerged
insecurity and dire destitution and take them from sub-
marginal lands and aid them in reaching the goal of every
true American farmer—that of obtaining and owning a farm
home upon which he and his family may earn a livelihood
and enjoy some of the blessings of modern life. This ad-
ministration possesses the power and the capacity for sen-
sible decision and quick action. While we may not hope
for an immediate solution of the problem with which we
are now dealing, at least, we must take this step to bring
help and hope to those who have in the past been forgotten.

While the amount herein authorized to be appropriated
is wholly inadequate, it will at least eliminate in some de-
gree the poverty and economic insecurity of a vital part of
our population.

I am sure that no one would suggest that this is a solu-
tion of the problem which today faces these destitute rural
people, yet at the same time it is an important part of a
well-rounded program for agriculture. It will do much
through the years to retard the growth of tenancy and to
relieve a situation which has been accentuated by an eco-
nomic collapse. I realize that even a gift of fertile farm
land will not in itself mean security. We must in addition
stabilize farm income and protect our farmers from wild
speculations and extreme fluctuations in commodity prices
and land values if we are to find an adequate answer to this
pressing problem. The evils of farm tenancy are a national
disgrace and land speculation and price fluctuation are the
greatest foes of farm ownership. We have in the past few
years had at least some degree of stabilily in commodity
prices and land values and now in a modest way we are
seeking to lessen the evils of farm tenancy and to improve
our system of land tenure.

As a remedy for the present ills this bill is, of course,
wholly inadequate and insufficient. For this reason I pre-
ferred certain provisions which were stricken from the orig-
inal bill but as most legislation is the result of compromise
I shall gladly support the measure as reported by the com-
mittee in the hope that some progress may be made and
some security may be brought to those who will receive
the benefits of the provisions of this measure. Even though
we may not help many, we will at least give a ray of hope
to those who are now helpless.

In order to impress upon you the importance of the prob-
lem, may I call attention to the fact that 2,865,155 farms
were operated by tenants in 1935, and to the fact that be-
tween 1925 and 1935 tenancy has increased 40,255 annually,
and during the years of 1930-35 increase has been at the
rate of 40,158 annually? To further impress upon you the
magnitude of the problem, if we assume that $4,000 per
tenant farmer is to be invested, it would require, at the rate
of increase during the past 5 years, an appropriation of
$160,632,000 per year merely to take care of the increased
number of tenants, to say nothing of the 2,865,155 other
tenants in the country. Even if we could stop the increase
and appropriate the sum of $50,000,000 annually to reduce
the number of tenant farmers already in existence, spending
$4,000 on each tenant farmer, it would require 230 years to
eliminate tenancy in the United States. * It is, therefore,
plain to see that this is a problem of stupendous proportion
and is one which will not be solved in this generation, yet
all fair-minded men will agree that we should do something
to help those who are most worthy in this great group of our
citizens. We should adopt a long-time program, a practical
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program, which will make the tenants’ climb to ownership
easier and their security more certain.

Many of these tenants have once known and enjoyed the
pride of ownership but, due to no fault of their own, were
forced to fall back into tenancy. If our system is improved
and agriculture is made profitable, these men and women
will again take their proper places in American life. We
must, therefore, improve and perfect the system under
which they are to labor and give them another chance to
prove their real worth. We must expand our foreign trade
and develop our domestic markets, and give to those who
labor in the field a degree of security yet unknown. This
must be done if we are to check the growth of tenancy and
save those who are now fighting to hold onto their farm
homes. Many of our landlords are now only tenants, mort~
gagors in possession, working for those who hold encum-
brances upon their farms., The plight of the American
farmer is a challenge to our statesmanship. When our great
President pointed out that one-third of our population is
ill-clothed, ill-fed, and ill-housed, surely he had in mind
that large group of our citizens who are poverty-stricken
upon the farms of our Nation. In May 1935 approximately
1,000,000 rural families were on relief. If we assume that
there are 5 in the average family, we have the spectacle of
5,000,000 people from the farms of America forced to accept
public charity. :

Even if we go back to 1929 there were about 398,000 £
families in this country which had a total gross income of
less than $250 for a year. This included the products which
they sold, traded, and consumed, their meat and bread, fruit
and vegetables, and all that they had to eat. If we assume
that the average size of the family was 5 people, we had
1,990,000 people, each one of whom had a gross income for
the year of $50, or less than 8 cents a day. Of course, many
of these farm families are twice™as large as the figure used
and, therefore, the income of many individuals would be
less.

Census figures show 916,000 farm families with a total
gross income of less than $400. Assuming that they are
families of 5 people, this means $80 annually for each
person in the family, or $40 annually for members of families
of 10, and this is not unusual in many sections of the South.

Even in 1929 about 47 percent of all our farmers had an
annual gross income, including the value of products grown
and consumed on the farm, of less than $1,000. These fig-
ures include both landlords and tenants. Is this the true
picture of real American life? Is it the American standard
of living? Buf, you say, this bill will not bring about the
stabilization of an adequate farm income or remedy the ills
of which I complain. No, but it is an important step which
must be taken without delay.

I realize that there are some who will say that this is a
continuation of the Resettlement Administration. I know
that some will say that the Resettlement Administration has
spent huge sums of money, much of which has been wasted.
While I hold no brief for the Resettlement Administration, its
extravagance and its waste, I am unwilling to condemn its
high objectives merely because those who first embarked
upon the program were ill-advised and are guilty of faults
and failures and follies upon which I am not willing to place
my stamp of approval. The Resettlement Administration
undertook many foolish, unsound, and extravagant projects,
but even so I am unwilling to repudiate it or the man who
issued the Executive order which brought it into existence.
I am willing, therefore, and anxious to vote for this bill which
authorizes the completion of the Resettlement projects
which have been undertaken, to the end that that which has
been invested may not be totally lost.

I know that there are those present who would like to see
this bill defeated so that they could go to the country next
spring with the cry that this Congress had repudiated the
emergency program set up by the President for the rehabili-
tation of agriculture and the resettlement of some of our
poverty-stricken farm people. I cannot, in the brief space
of time allotted, discuss that which has been done by the
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rural-rehabilitation section of the Resettlement Administra-
tion in bringing relief fo poverty-stricken farmers, nor can
I discuss the fine service which its Land Utilization Division
has rendered in reclaiming submarginal land and correcting
maladjustments in land use and in making farming more
profitable. Even though the Resettlement Administration
has made many mistakes, let us not burn down the house fo
get rid of the rats, but rather let us profit by the mistakes
which have been made and go forward with a broadside at-
tack upon the problem of rural slum clearance.

The bill which we are now considering, H. R, 7562, is a
bill to encourage and promote the ownership of farm homes
and to make the possession of such homes more secure, to
provide for the general welfare of the United States, to
provide additional credit facilities for agricultural develop-
ment, and for other purposes. The bill authorizes the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to establish in the Department of Ag-
riculture a Farm Security Administration to assist him in
the exercise of the powers and duties conferred by this act.
The act authorizes an appropriation of not to exceed $10,-
000,000 for the first fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, not to
exceed $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939,
not to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1940, to be administered by the Secretary through the Farm
Security Administration in making loans to farm tenants,
farm laborers, sharecroppers, and other individuals who ob-
tain or who recently obtained the major portion of their
income from farming operations for the purpose of purchas-
ing efficient farm management units sufficient to enable a
diligent farm family to carry on successful farming which
the Secretary deems can be successfully carried on in the
locality in which the farm is situated.

Realizing the wisdom of decentralizing the functions of
Federal agencies, the bill provides further for the establish-
ment of county committees~which shall be charged with the
duty and responsibility of receiving applications of persons
desiring to finance the acquisition of farms by means of a
loan from the Secretary under the provisions of this hill
and with the duty and responsibility of examining and ap-
praising the farm or farms which are to be purchased, and
in general to pass upon the eligibility of the applicant, the
character of the farm to be purchased, and the amount
which the committee finds is a reasonable value of the
property to be bought.

The Secretary is authorized to loan the full, fair, and rea-
sonable value of the farm for an agreed period of not more
than 30 years at a loan rate of 3 percent per annum and
to make certain other provisions for the protection of the
security which will require insurance, maintenance, and re-
pair and prevent waste and exhaustion of the farm property
and its fertility. The amount so appropriated shall be dis-
fributed equitably among the several States and Territories
on the basis of farm population and the prevalence of

tenancy.
REEHAEBILITATION LOANS

Under title II of the bill the Secretary is authorized to
make loans fo eligible individuals for the purchase of live-
stock, farming equipment, supplies, and other farm needs,
and for the refinancing of indebtedness and family sub-
sistence, These loans are to be made at the rate of 3 per-
cent per annum and shall have maturities not in excess of
b years and shall be secured by a chattel mortgage, crop

‘lens, and the assignment of proceeds from the sale of agri-
cultural products.

No definite amount is authorized to be appropriated for
this purpose other than unexpended balances available to

'the Secretary for loans and relief fo farmers and such other
i sums as the President is authorized to allot to the Secretary
‘out of appropriations for relief or work relief.

The Secretary is further authorized fo assist in the volun-
tary adjustment of indebtedness between farm debtors and
their creditors. Under the farm debt adjustment program
which has been undertaken by this administration the farm-
ers of the Nation have been saved millions of dollars.
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RETIREMENT OF SUBMARGINAL LAND

Title IIT authorizes and directs the Secretary to develop
& program of land conservation and land utilization includ-
ing the retirement of lands which are submarginal or not
primarily suitable for cultivation and charges him with the
responsibility of improving, developing, and administering
the property so acquired and authorizes him to sell, ex-
change, lease, or otherwise dispose of any such property
upon such terms and conditions as he deems will best
accomplish the purpose of the title.

Title IIT further directs the Secretary to pay to the county
in which the land is held by the Secretary under this title,
25 percent of the net revenues received by the Secretary
from the land during such year. This is a payment in lieu
of taxes. The payment so made shall be made upon the
condition that it is used for school or road purposes.

For the purposes mentioned in title IIT there is authorized
to be appropriated not to exceed $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1938, and not to exceed $20,000,000
for each two fiscal years thereafter.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Title IV provides for the establishment of the Farm
Security Administration, the appointment of personnel, and
general provisions with reference to the administration of
the act, including local committees to be composed of three
farmers residing in the county.

Title IV further authorizes the Secretary to continue
the activities of the Resettlement Administration to the
extent that may be necessary only for the completion and
the administration of those resettlement projects, rural-
rehabilitation projects for resettlement purposes and land
development, and land utilization projects for which funds
have been allotted by the President.

I desire fo remind our Republican brethren of the fact
that the Republican platform adopted in 1936 has this to
say with reference to agriculture and with reference to the
farm problem now under consideration:

The farm problem is an economic and social, not a partisan,
problem, and we propose to treat it accordingly.

Again I quote from the Republican platform:

We propose—

A national land-use program, including the acquisition of
abandoned and nonproductive farm land by voluntary sale or
lease, subject to approval of the legislative and executive
branches of the Btates concerned, and the devotion of such
land to appropriate public use, such as watershed protection and
m prevention, reforestation, recreation and conservation of

e.

To provide for ample farm credit at rates as low as those enjoyed
by other industries, including commeodity and livestock loans, and
preference in land loans to the farmer acquiring or refinancing
a farm as a home.

In this connection I desire also to call attention to the
Democratic platform of 1936 in which we find this language:

We recognize the gravity of the evils of farm tenancy, and we
pledge the full cooperation of the Government in the refinancing
of farm indebtedness at the lowest possible rates of interest and
over a long term of years.

Our hills and valleys and fertile lands are ladened with
gifts quite beyond the comprehension of man. While it is
true we have extended our geographical frontiers until now
the stream of commerce flows into even the remotest sections
of our great and common country, yet we are now face to
face with a problem of further extending the social and
economic frontiers of modern American life. Here is a
problem and here is a field of human endeavor wherein the
tingling thrill and all the tremor and throb of eager and
earnest emotions can be used to the greatest and grandest
advantage. While it is true that America stands out today
as the greatest force in world progress, when we think of the
problem of farm .tenancy we must be conscious of a great
lack of full and complete accomplishment, In passing this
bill we are embracing a fundamental problem of first magni-
tude and stupendous proportions, yet it is a problem which
Americans will and must some day solve,
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Mr, DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Lucas].

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, regardless of how much money
might be appropriated by the Federal Government for the
purpose of curing the evil of farm tenancy, I undertake o say
that under present economic conditions that such would be
an impossible task., TUntil there is a stability of price of the
basic commodities and until the farmer’s dollar has a pur=
chasing power on a parity with all other industry, we are
attempting to do something which may aggravate rather than
clarify the issue, as I see it. Nevertheless I am for this farm
tenancy bill as it stands at the present time, and I sincerely
hope that the membership of this House will stand firm and
pass this bill as reported by the Committee on Agriculture.
I trust that under no circumstances will we submit to the
terms and conditions of a bill which is proposed at the other
end of the Capitol. Our committee studied the provisions of
H. R. 8 for many weeks, which is in substance what is re-
ported out by the Senate at the present time. Extensive
hearings were held upon that bill, the result being that a
majority of the committee favored the principles endorsed in
the legislation before you. There are many problems in the
Senate bill which are difficult of administration and should
not be embodied in any bill which is designed in the first
instance as an experiment to meet a national condition. I
call attention to what seems to me glaring defects and not in
keeping with the spirit of American institutions.

First. The restriction of alienation is unknown in America.
It is common in European countries where dictators and mon-
archies prevail. I undertake to say that any time a man has
the money to pay for his farm he ought to be able to get a
deed for that farm and not wait for a period of 20 or 40 years,
as originally proposed. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BIER-
manxw] seeks to enforce this restriction and bases his argu-
ment on the fact that speculation in land will be restrained.
If you want to keep the question of speculation out of the
picture, why penalize the owner of one of these Govern-
ment-loaned farms and permit the man next door who owns
land to make a profit when there is a speculative boom in
the country?

Pass the windfall tax which affects all land alike, as
was suggested by the President’s committee, reporting to
the House Committee on Agriculture when we held our hear-
ings.

Second. If you pass the Senate bill the Government will
control the lease of every farm in every community in
America. In other words, the remaining tenants in that
community are going to compel the landlords to go along
with Uncle Sam, who will be the greatest landlord in
America in time to come. Every lease in the county will
be centered around the leases which are being promul-
gated by the Government. If a landlord cannot compete
with Uncle Sam he will be forced as a matter of self preser-
vation to sell his land, and the Government will be the ulti-
mate purchaser,

Third. On the question of taxes, the Senate bill pro-
vides among other things the following:

“Real property, other than real property to which subsection
(a) applies, acquired, held, or leased by the corporation under
this title shall be exempt from taxation by any State, Territory,
or political subdivision”

Mr. NELSON. From what bill is the gentleman reading?

Mr. LUCAS. I am reading from the Senate bill that has
been reported out. In other words, if the Government
acquires a farm it is exempt from taxation so long as the
title remains in the Federal Government. Think of such a
provision being incorporated in a bill. Think of the bit-
terness and the rancor that will be engendered in every com-
munity as a result of this unfair discrimination, If that
bill comes here upon a conference report, and our conferees
permit the Senate Members to have their way, gentlemen
who vote for it may have their political future somewhat
jeopardized, especially if the United States Government is
permitted to have its lands exempted, and the farmer down
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the road is compelled to pay the regular tax assessed by the
assessor in that community.

Fourth. Death of the purchaser: Here we find plenty of
problems from the standpoint of law, when one of these
tenants dies, if the Senate bill becomes the law of the land.
One of the best lawyers who came before our committee
said he could not tell where the Federal jurisdiction started
and where the State jurisdiction ended, or where the State
jurisdiction began and the Federal jurisdiction ended. In
that statement I concur. Whether the contract for a deed
would be personal property or would be considered under
the doctrine of equitable conversion is not clear.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illi-
nois has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Illinois 2 additional minutes.

Mr, LUCAS. Another matter of importance in the Senate
bill involves the question of double jeopardy. In other words,
if the tenant be charged with arson for burning the barn
on Government property, he not only can be prosecuted in
a Federal court but he can also be prosecuted in the State
court. If he is acquitted in the Federal court, they can
bring him to the county where the barn is located and prose-
cute him again for the same offense, just like they used
to do in the prohibition days.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I boldly assert that any ten-
ant in this country who is frugal, industrious, and thrifty,
the type of tenant that the Government seeks to keep in
the farm-tenancy program, will never go in partnership
with Uncle Sam if he thoroughly understands the bill that
has been reported out of the United States Senate today,
providing it should be enacted into law. I undertake to say
that if I had the opportunity of explaining that bill to the
type of tenant worth while he never would sign a contract
with Uncle Sam.

It is only the man whom we call the cove in the moun-
tain, or the irresponsible tenant who never was worth any-
thing to himself or to his community or to anyone else,
who will take hold of a contract of that kind and attempt
to carry on in behalf of himself and the Government,

Mr. Chairman, the buying of land by the Government
and the resale thereof to tenants is the beginning of a
dangerous philosophy of Government ownership of land.
It is estimated that within 40 years the Government would
have under their control or jurisdiction a million tenants.
The next step will be to take them all in as they do under
the powers of a dictatorship. I trust the time may never
come when such may happen, but if the Senate bill should
be agreed to, I can see the beginning of the end of inde-
pendent and free ownership of lands in this Republic.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr, Chairman, in connection with the
bill, H. R. 7562, I ask unanimous consent to include a letter
from the Secretary of the Interior to the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture [Mr, Jones] together with some
tables showing purchases made by Puerfo Rico from the
United States.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The matter referred to is as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D. C.
Hon. MARvVIN JONES,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture,
House of Representatives.

My DeArR Mg, JoNES: My attention has been called to the fact
that H. R. 7562, a bill for the Farm Security Act of 1937, intro-
duced in the House on June 17, 1937, as a substitute for H. R.
6240, was reported out on June 18, 1937, and referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House; and that this bill, in its present form,
does not extend to Puerto Rico, although it does extend to Hawail
and Alaska, and although the Senate bill, 8. 106, the companion
bill to the original bill, H. R. 8, for which 6240 was substituted,
as reported to the Senate and now pending there, does extend to
Puerto Rico.

Puerto Rico with a population now estimated at 1,800,000 is, in
population, by far the greatest of the organized Territories whose
people are citizens of the United States. It is greatest in amount
of purchases from the mainland as well as in population. It
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largely farm products. Its purchases were greater than those of
any other area in the Western Hemisphere except Canada, and
were greater than those of any counfry in the world, outside of
Canada, except Great Britain, France, Germany, and Japan. Since
1931 Puerto Rico has risen from the tenth among world customers
of the mainland United States to sixth place, increasing her pur-
chases during that period from $60,637,000 in 1931 to $86,352,000
in 1936. She buys from the mainland nearly everything she
consumes.

Puerto Rico is almost wholly agricultural, and because of her
dense population it is peculiarly necessary that her land be
utilized as fully and advantageously as possible. With a total acre-
age of about 2,240,000 acres, it is estimated that only about
1,220,000 acres are now under cultivation, which gives only about
seven-tenths of an acre per person for the total 1,800,000 people in
the island. Perhaps 500,000 acres more can be made available.
After the disastrous hurricanes of 1928 and 1932 many small farm-
ers, particularly coffee farmers on the hillsides, abandoned their
lands and drifted to San Juan and the others of the larger cities
of the island, accentuating slum conditions there and adding to
the social problems. Their former lands rapidly go back to jungle
or are exposed to erosion. It is imperatively necessary that aid be
extended to such small farmers, to reinstate them on the land, to
save the lands, and to ameliorate social conditions in the island’s
cities. The loans end credits contemplated by titles I and II of
H. R. 7562 could well be utilized and would be of great help for
these purposes. There are also some submarginal lands which
should be utilized and developed under a program such as that con-
templated in title III of this bill. Tropical products, such as
vanilla beans, quinine, bamboo, and other tropical plants, as well
as coffee, can be grown on these lands, products of a kind well
designed to check erosion on the hillsides, and not to compete with
mainland agricultural products.

Because of its denstifopulation every social and governmental
problem is accentual in Puerto Rico. Here is a farm com-
munity with the density of a city suburban population. If
Jowa were as densely populated as Puerto Rico it would have
some 28,000,000 people. Texas would have around 130,000,000.
This places a definite responsibility on the administration for
the welfare of these American citizen farmers. Puerto Rico has
not received more than its fair share of Government benefits dur-
ing the period of the depression, in spite of the needs arising
from this heavy population., Rather, it has received less, on a

r-capita basis, indeed, less than one-half the average share of
g:s States and Territorles, as appears from the brief tabular
statement hereto appended. Detailed are before your
committee in the hearings on the sugar bill. (Hearings on
H. R. 5326, present session, before special subcommittee, Mar.
15-22, 1937, serial B, pp 88-93 and 116.)

As was said in Secretary Ickes' letter to you of May 7, 1937:

“Since the great fundamental principle of American democracy
is the equal treatment of all citizens, there is no need to dwell
upon the moral or practical necessity of avoiding economic dis-
criminations against the citizens of the United States who may
be residing in insular parts of our country.”

It is earnestly requested, therefore, that a committee amend-
ment to this bill, H. R. 7562, be accepted that will extend its
provisions to Puerto Rico. That purpose could be accomplished
by the following changes in the present bill:

In section 1 (a), in line 1 on page 2, strike out the word “and”,
the first word of the line, and insert a comma in lieu thereof,
and insert in the same line after the word “Hawali” the words
“and Puerto Rico.”

In gection 50, in line 14 on page 17, strike out the word “and”,
following “Alaska” and insert a comma in lieu thereof, and strike
out the period at the end of the line after the word “Hawail”
and insert “and Puerto Rico.” y

Sincerely yours,
(Signed) Cx=aArRLES WEST,
Acting Secretary of the Interior.

Puerto Rico:
Imports from United States mainland, 1936-. $86, 852, 000.00
Bixth best customer; exceeds any other in
Western Hemisphere except Canada; ex-
ceeded only by Great Britain, Canada, Japan,
France, and Germany.
Buys 92 percent of all its purchases from U. 8.

mainl f
Population about 1,800,000; area only abouf
2,200,000.
Benefits, all sources last 3 years, per capita___ 26. 51
Plus, from retained customs duties and taxes,
per capita 6. 486
Total benefits 82.97
Average benefits per capita all States and Ter-
ritories, same years 68.41
Average benefits all other territories, same
years b65.72

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GEHRMANNI.

Mr. GEHRMANN. Mr. Chairman, I really had not ex-
pected to get any time on this bill, but I am very, very much
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interested in the problem. All my life I have operated a
farm, and I am still operating it—at least, my family is
operating it during my absence, That is the only way I had
to make a living until I came to Congress, and now I spend
the money I make here on the farm to pay for losses in-
curred. I am very much interested in this attempt to make
a start at farm ownership. In Wisconsin a few years ago
we had about 12 percent renters, and now it has crept up to
nearly 40 percent. Certainly it was not through the fault
of the majority of the farmers in that State. A majority
of the farmers are either German or Scandinavian ex-
traction, the type that certainly did not squander their
money or who are shiftless farmers. They are the con-
servative, hard-working, up-to-date farmers, who have tried
their best to make a living and who, through no fault of
their own, have drifted into a condition where they are los-
ing their farms by the thousands yearly that were operated
for three or four generations by their people.

While this bill does not go nearly far enough, and the
committee admits it does not go far enough, it is a step in
the right direction.

We already have the Resettlement Administration with
an office and personnel in every county looking after re-
habilitation loans or grants. These local people in my State
are for the most part very well acquainted with all the
farmers that are in distress. They could pick out those
worthy of consideration when applications are received, and
drop those not worthy, without creating the expense of in-
vestigating each applicant. I believe that the Secretary of
Agriculture should use the Resettlement county set-up.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. CuLkin] certainly
hit the nail on the head when he said that the price-fixing
monopolies have driven the farmers of the country, espe-
cially the dairy farmers, to their present plight. I know
that this is true in other lines as well. The packers control
the price of the animals they buy as well as the price of
their finished products. The gentleman from New York
stated that in the case of the dairy industry the price of
cheese for the whole United States is fixed at Plymouth, Wis.
This is true. If has gone to such an extent, the monopoly
is so great, that in 1931 the Department of Agriculture, with
the consent of the Governor, appointed a special committes
consisting of three producers chosen by the farmers and the
cheese producers, three men selected by the processors, the
packers, and the large cheese buyers, and the State ap-
pointed the seventh member to represent the State as a
whole. I happened to be the unfortunate victim that had
to act as umpire between the producer that wanted all he
could get and the buyer that wanted it as cheaply as pos-
sible. We met at Plymouth every Friday, that being the
day on which the price of cheese is fixed—every Friday at
2 o’clock in the afternoon there is a sham auction, and the
highest bidder sets the price of cheese for the United States.
But there is very seldom more than one bid for a certain
type of cheese. A few of the big buyers get together around
a table for lunch and agree on who is going to bid on the
cheese that is to be auctioned off to the highest bidder at
2 o'clock. There never was any competition unless they
happened to have a batch of cheese they wanted to unload
on some little fellow who was foolish enough to overbid
them; but they have taught the little fellows a few lessons,
so that very seldom anybody dares to bid.

The State of Wisconsin tried to break up that ring with
the fair-price committee mentioned, but it was impossible.
The committee studied the situation for 9 months. We
found it was a problem for the Federal Government, not the
States. In spite of the fact that Wisconsin at that time
produced 74 percent of the cheese in the Unifed States, we
found we could not solve it, for they said they would simply
move their offices over into another State if we tried to
interfere with them or molest them at all. So I say that
the gentleman from New York has put his finger on the
pulse of the evil: The monopolies fix the price both to the
producer and the consumer. I blame the farmers, of course,
for not organizing, so as to control ftheir own commodity,
their investment, and their labor.



1937

No other industry in the world today allows the price of
the product, their money, their investment, their brains,
their toil, to be fixed by others. Agriculture is the only in-
dustry that seems willing to produce, and then take what-
ever price somebody will offer for their goods. The farmers,
because of lack of foresight to organize and control their
own production, allow a monopoly such as the National
Dairy Co., which is a holding company and controls every
major dairy distributing agency in the United States, to fix
the prices of their products.

The United States Attorney and the Federal Trades Com-
mission should have taken steps long ago to dissolve this
gigantic dairy trust that holds a strangle hold on the price
of dairy products.

But the farmers should become better organized so that
they may some day say, “It costs me so much to produce
these products, and unless you pay me that price, you can-
not have it.” Yes, producer and consumer must eliminate
these unnecessary middle men for the benefit of all con-
cerned. [Applause.] [Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE, Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Lorpl.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, some of the provisions of the
pending bill may be good, but there are many with which
I do not agree. I believe, with the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. Correel, and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Kinzerl, that the purchaser of a farm should
‘have some financial interest in it and should provide some
portion of the purchase money.

To my mind, we need more to purchase small tracts of
5 or 10 acres for the tenants. Many of them cannot oper-
ate a large farm but could a small one.

What I am most interested in and what I want to talk
about in the brief time allotted to me is submarginal land
that in volume of thousands and thousands of acres are
being taken from the tax rolls of this country. Most of this
land in my district is timber land. Twenty-five percent of
the profit derived from these lands is refurned to the coun-
ties where located, for highways and for schools, but there
will be no income. The net result will be that the with-
drawal of this land from the tax rolls will add just that
much more to the burden of the farmers in the districts
throughout my State, New York, and what applies in New
York applies to all States. The State of New York buys
land for reforesting at a cost of $4 an acre. It is assessed
for what it costs and pays the local rate of school and high-
way taxes; and I believe this bill should carry a similar
provision, for just as soon as you take land out of taxation,
take it off of the tax rolls, it adds a great deal more to the
tax burden the remaining land must bear.

It is my intention to offer an amendment to correct this
situation, and I hope it may have the support of this House.
Some of this land the Government is buying costs as much
as $20 an acre. In some instances where there are wood-
working factories, acid factories, and so forth, they are dis-
mantling the factories, end tearing down dwellings, and
this all goes off the tax rolls. It is planned to keep this land
for years, I suppose, and let the timber continue to grow,
but during all this time it will be out of taxation. It seems
to me this creates an unfair situation, and I ask your sup-
port of the amendment I shall offer at the proper time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DOXEY. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TARVER].

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. TARVER].

Mr, TARVER. Mr, Chairman, my only purpose in using
this brief allotment of time is to endeavor to call to the
attention of the House three amendments which I intend to
offer when this bill is reached for consideration under the
5-minute rule, and which I intend to ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REecorp in connection with my re-
marks, It is manifestly impossible fo discuss any of these
amendments in the brief time I have at my disposal.

Two of my amendments, construed together, have for their
objective the removal of a condition provided in this bill
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which I think you will agree with me ought to be cor-
rected: This bill as it is drawn and as I construe it would
subject the equity of the borrower who might secure money
for the purpose of purchasing a farm to levy and sale under
civil process for the payment of debts. The amendments to
which I have made reference undertake to provide that for
& period of 5 years the equity or interest which the borrower
may have in the land purchased shall not be subject to levy
and sale under civil process without the consent of the
Secretary of Agriculture. There are other objectives sought
to be achieved by the amendments, but that is the principal
one.

I think you will agree with me where a man has become
overburdened with debt, perhaps, and is given a new chance
by reason of the extension of the benefits provided by this
legislation, and enters upon a farm purchased for him by
the Government of the United States and manages to make
some payments thereon, as a result of which he acquires
an equity in the farm, we should not permit him to be
sold out within a year or two after his equitable interest
may have been acquired under processes in favor of cred-
itors whose debts may have been existing at the time when
the farm was purchased for him by the Government. We
ought to give him at least 5 years in which to straighten
out his affairs and we should provide that during the 5
years any interest or equity he may acquire in the land
shall not be subject to levy or sale under civil process.

I understand it is insisted by some members of the com-
mittee that that matter would be taken care of by the
homestead laws of the various States. That unfortunately
is not true so far as my own State is concerned and I am
satisfied it is not true with regard to many of the States
of the Union. In my State a debtor may waive his home-
stead rights by written instrument executed for that pur-
pose, except as to $300 worth of household and kitchen
furniture, wearing apparel, and provisions; therefore, under
the terms of this bill and under the laws of my State a
sharecropper or tenant, perhaps heavily involved, who might
be given the opportunity provided by this bill and allowed
to purchase a farm, could be sold outf as far as his interest
or equity in the farm is concerned at any time after it
may have been acquired to satisfy the claim of any creditor
holding an obligation of that kind which he may have re-
duced to judgment. It would be true, of course, that if
the instrument taken by the Government were a trust
deed, the amount of the Government's debt would first
have to be tendered or paid by the creditor, but the farm
could nevertheless be sold out from under a borrower who
might be in good faith meeting all of his obligations to the
Government.

The amendment also prohibits the assignment of the in-
terest of the sharecropper or tenant not for a period of 20
years, but for a period of 5 years after his acquisition of the
property, except by consent of the Secretary of Agriculture.
It does not go as far as the amendment which has been pro-
posed by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr, BiermMann]. It does,
however, afford to the sharecropper or tenant who may have
been accorded the opportunity to buy a farm at least 5 years’
protection from land sharks or speculators who possibly
might inveigle him into parting with the inferest which he
may have acquired.

Mr, Chairman, I invite the membership of the House to
read the language of the amendments which I have not
discussed in detail, as they will appear in today’s REcoRrD,
I sincerely trust that after you have done so and have given
to the subject matter the consideration which I feel it
deserves you may feel justified in supporting them.

The amendments which I have referred to are, as follows:

Line 16, page 3, after the word “committee”, insert “or any per=
son related to such member within the fourth degree of consan-
guinity or affinity.”

Page 4, line 1, after the words “shall be secured by”, strike out
the remainder of line 1 and line 2 and insert “instruments vesting
the legal title to the farm in the Secretary of Agriculture for the
use and benefit of the United States as its interests may appear,
and the acquisition of title to such farm or of rights and interest

therein by the borrower shall be strictly in accordance with the
terms of the instruments executed in connection with such loan.”
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Page 5, line 3, after the word “payable”, strike out the period
and insert a colon and the following proviso:

“Provided, That the borrower shall not for a period of 6 years
after the loan is granted, nor at any time until 25 percent of the
loan has been repaid, have an assignable interest in the farm,
unless the Secretary agrees that such an interest shall vest in
him, nor shall he have any eguitable or other interest subject to
levy and sale under process in favor of creditors under the laws
of any State for such period of 5 years.”

No Member of this House is more deeply interested in
this proposed legislation than I am, or will work more con-
sistently for its passage, whether my amendmenis are
adopted or not. I shall simply offer them because I feel that
they will improve the bill. My first amendment relates to
the provision in section 2 (¢) that no county committee shall
certify for purchase and sale fo a tenant any farm in which
any member of the committee has any property interest.
My amendment broadens this so as to exclude from consid-
eration farms owned by close relatives of the committee-
men, and without it a committeeman might have the Gov-
ernment take over for sale to a tenant or sharecropper a
farm owned by the committeeman’s wife, brother, father, or
other near relative. The propriety of so amplifying this
restriction is clearly apparent. No committeeman should be
allowed to profiteer for himself or family in carrying out his
duties under this program.

The two amendments—one in line 1, page 4, and the other
in line 3, page 5—are necessary if any restriction is to be im-
posed upon the alienation of the sharecropper’s or tenant’s
equity in the farm bought for him, either by his voluntary
act or by sale under civil process. Under the hill as drawn,
the title to the land is to vest in the borrower, who may
secure his loan by executing a mortgage “or” deed of trust.
If he executes only a mortgage, there can be no question of
the right of judgment creditors to sell his equity for the
satisfaction of their debts. If he executes a deed of trust,
under the laws of my State, such creditors could have levy
made upon the land after first paying or tendering the
amount due the Government. With either instrument it
does not appear possible for the Government to prevent vol-
untary sale by the borrower of his equity, and the only re-
striction sought to be applied to such procedure is the right
of the Secretary in such an event to declare the balance of
the loan immediately due and payable. This would not in-
terfere with a transaction in which the purchaser of the
borrower’s equity might be able and willing to pay the bal-
ance due the Government, and thus secure complete title.
The temptation of a borrower who had been hard pressed
all of his life if he found himself in possession of a farm
which had increased in value since the Government’s loan
was made to him, or in which by his own payments he had
acquired a substantial equity, to sell out, take a few hundred
dollars profit, and rejoin the tenant class, might be over-
whelming in many instances. Since the purpose of this bill
is to seek to bring about the eradication of tenancy, and have
the men who work the farms own the farms, it certainly
seems to me that provision ought to be made for at least 5
years against alienation of the borrower’s equity, either vol-
untarily or involuntarily. This I do not understand that we
can do unless the title is placed in the Government when the
Government furnishes the money to buy the farm. If that
is done, then the Government may fix by contract with the
borrower such restrictions as to the character of interest
which may vest in him, and when it may grow to be of a type
subject to alienation, as if feels are proper. The amendment
on page 5 will therefore not be offered unless the amend-
ment on page 4, providing for the acquisition of title by the
Government, is agreed to. If that amendment is agreed fo,
there can be no doubt as to the validity of the restrictions
sought to be imposed by the amendment on page 5.

It will be noted that the amendment on page 5 does not
preclude alienation, either voluntary or involuntary, if the
consent of the Secretary can be secured. That will insure
proper consideration of cases where under unusual circums-
stances it might be proper to permit such alienation.

I have long been interested in the problem of the tenant
farmer. I have heretofore been heard many times in his
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behalf on this floor, in connection with farm legislation of
various types. In my judgment, he usually gets the hot end
of the poker in legislation proposed for farm relief. I do
not think this bill will solve his problem. It is, however, a
bona-fide, conscientious effort to start toward solving it,
and so far as I am concerned, I shall support such a step,
although it may go only a little way. The solution of that
problem is essential to the welfare of our entire country.

Statistics have been placed in the record showing the
growth of farm tenancy and share cropping to a point where
52 percent of the farmers of the United States are farming
lands which in whole or in part are owned by others. This
condition cannot continue and the agricultural population
of the country remain, as it has always been, the backbone of
American citizenship. Nowhere is the problem of greater
importance than in my own State and in my own congres-
sional district.

The importance of tenancy in the Seventh Congressional
District in Georgia varies considerably from county to
county, but it is relatively important throughout the area.
Only about one-third of the farmers are tenants in Dade
County while almost three-fourths of them are tenants in
Bartow and Polk Counties,

The following table indicates the importance of tenancy
in the Seventh Congressional District in Georgia. It shows
the number of owners and tenants and the percentage of
tenancy by counties for 1935.
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The following table shows the percentage of tenancy in
the entire State of Georgia:

Percentage

Percentags
of of tenancy

.9
5
L9
. 6

1910

The increase in my State from 44.9 percent in 1880 to
65.6 percent in 1935 of farm tenancy should alarm every
citizen who is really interested in agricultural welfare. It
is with a grateful heart that I support the efforts now being
made by this administration to at least make a start toward
the solution of this problem.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Rossion].

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and colleagues,
we have under consideration H. R. 7562, which purports to
encourage and promote the ownership of farm homes, and for
other purposes. I have enjoyed and feel that I have been
greatly benefited by the speeches I have heard on this bill,
Splendid speeches have been made by Mr. Jones, chairman
of the Agriculture Committee; Mr. HoprE, the ranking Re-
publican member; Mr. BANKHEAD, the Speaker of the House;
Mr, WansworTH, of New York; Mr. LEMPKE, and others. All
of these speeches have been free of partisan appeal and have
been very informing.

The policy declared for in this bill—to make farm owners
out of tenant farmers—is most appealing. Inasmuch as I
was brought up as the son of a tenant farmer, it will be seen
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at once how deeply interested and how sympathetic is my
attitude toward this legislation.

The declared purpose is to aid the unfortunate and the
meek and lowly. There are many wonderful men and
women who, because the breaks were against them, have
been forced to drag their lives out in poverty as tenant
farmers. To my way of thinking, there is nothing that can
add so much to create and maintain a fine, patriotic citi-
zenship as for the cilizens to own their own farms and
homes.

According to the census reports, the total number of farms
in the United States is 6,812,350. The average size of the
farms is 154 acres, and the average value is a little less than
$5,000. There are 2,865,000 tenant farmers. It can be seen
at once that almost half of the farms of the United States
are being operated by tenant farmers or sharecroppers. The
total farm population is approximately 32,000,000. Nearly
16,000,000 of these are made up of the tenant farmers and
their families. It can be seen at once the bigness of the
tenant-farm problem.

The platform of the Republican Party last year expressly
declared in favor of farm-tenancy legislation, and the Demo-
crats made similar promises. I am supporting this measure
because of the principle involved and the policy declared.

LESS THAN A GESTURE

The thing that worries me, however, is the meager sum
authorized to be appropriated. This bill carries no appro-
priation at all—it merely authorizes Congress in the future
to appropriate $10,000,000 for the fiscal year beginning July
1, 1937, $25,000,000 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1938,
and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1939.
It authorizes the appropriation in all for the next 3 years of
only $85,000,000.

On first thought this appears to be a considerable sum,
but if you should divide $85,000,000 among 16,000,000 people
it would allow to each one of them less than $5.50, not
taking anything out for overhead and the administration of
the fund; or if you should divide it among a little less than
3,000,000 farm-tenant families it would give to each family
less than $30 over a period of 3 years, or an average of less
than $10 per year. It can be seen at once, so far as taking
care of this big problem is concerned, this measure is less
than a gesture.

There are approximately 3,300 counties in the United
States. If we should divide the $10,000,000 authorized to
be appropriated for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1937,
and ending June 30, 1938, it would give in the neighborhood
of $3,000 of farm tenancy relief to each county in the United
States. Of course, this bill sets up a new set of officeholders
here in Washington and a committee consisting of three
members in each county in the United States. It will add
several thousand officeholders to the already overburdened
taxpayers of the country, and if this group of officeholders
handle these funds as other funds have been handled for
the last few years, there will not be much left of the $10,-
000,000 for the coming fiscal year with which to loan tenant
farmers to buy farms.

. It is assumed that on an average each farm will cost not
less than $3,000. If it costs as much as $3,000, there could
not be one farm bought on an average for one tenant farmer
in each county, and therefore not more than one tenant
farmer in each county, during the coming fiscal year, would
have a chance to get one of these farms financed by the Gov-
ernment, That would mean one tenant farmer out of
approximately 1,500 would have a chance to borrow part of
this money and buy and equip a farm with it the first year,
and the second year there would be on an average less than
three farmers in each county that would have a chance to
buy and equip a farm, and the third year there would not
be over five farmers on an average to each county that
would be able to borrow of this fund and buy and equip a
farm; and for the 3 years there would be less than nine farm-
ers on an average in each county in the United States that
would be able to borrow of this fund to buy and equip a farm;
or, in other words, if none of this money was eaten up by an
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army of officeholders in the 3 years, these funds authorized
in this bill would furnish $3,000 to approximately 20,000
farm tenants and sharecroppers of the United States to buy
and equip farms.

We must bear in mind, however, there are now 2,865,000
of such tenant farmers and sharecroppers. In other words,
in this year, under this bill, if all the money was turned
over for the purpose of loaning to tenant farmers and share-
croppers not less than $3,000 each, it would only aid 1 out
of every 143 tenant farmers and sharecroopers of the United
States.

The Democrats promised the tenant farmers and share-
croppers that they were going to do something substantial for
them, This bill, like other promises made by this administra-
tion during their campaign, proves that their platforms and
campaign promises are made to run on.

Now let us see how this matter works out. Let us assume
in Clay County, Ky., several hundred farm tenants make
application for a loan under this bill. They must first find
some fellow who is willing to sell his farm and get a title
bond or some other written obligation from the owner of the
land expressing the price to be paid. There will be a com-
mittee appointed by the authorities here in Washington for
that county and every other county. The tenant farmers
take their title bonds and turn them over to this county
committee, and then this county committee goes out and
examines these various tracts of land, and from all this
number they could not select more than one for the com-
ing fiscal year, and if they then approve one of the applica-
tions, this is sent to the Secretary of Agriculture at Wash-
ington, and he investigates the recommendation of the com-
mittee, and if he approves it, he will order an abstract of
the title.

This whole procedure generally requires from 6 months to
2 years. It can be seen at once that perhaps not one tenant
farmer, and it can be said without fear of successful con-
tradiction, there will not be 200 tenant farmers in the Uinted
States in the next fiscal year that will have completed the
transaction and be in possession of farms under this bill.

Yes; this bill is less than a gesture. It will be a great dis-
appointment to the tenant farmers and sharecroppers of the
Nation. I am supporting it because this is the only bill the
administration has permitted to come up. I want my con-
stituents and the country to know that I favor the policy of
help to the worthy tenant farmers and sharecroppers who
desire to improve their condition.

The Department of Agriculture will administer this bill
They have administered the resettlement law. They spent
$35,000,000 to resettle 3,500 families. This averaged $10,000
per family. If the overhead in administering this measure
is as high as in administering that, practically all of these
funds will be swallowed up by overhead expenses.

To those who are sincerely interested in this problem this
measure is a very grievous disappointment.

HIGH TAXES MAEKING TENANT FARMERS

We have pointed out how few farm owners this legislation
in its present form will make, The H. O. L. C. has been in
operation for a comparatively short time. The Government
has already foreclosed on 99,937 homes through loans made
by that Corporation. More than 26 farms ouf of every
fnousand in this country changed hands in 1936 through
foreclosures, bankruptcy, and delinquent tax sales. In other
words, the owners of 178,483 farms, involving nearly 25,000,~
000 acres and with a value of more than $860,000,000,
changed hands in the year of 1936 on account of foreclos-
ures, tax, and bankruptcy sales. It can be seen at once how
inadequate the measure hefore us is. Under this bill we
could not make more than 3,300 farm owners in the coming
fiscal year, when, as a matter of fact, there will likely be
sold through foreclosures, bankruptcy, and tax sales, more
than 175,000 farms. It seems to me that we are saving ab
the spigot and losing at the bunghole.

I have before me a number of the weekly county news-
papers of counties in my district. Page after page is filled
with tax-sale advertisements of farms and homes for State,
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county, city, and school taxes, several hundred in each
county. And one of the editors comments on the fact that
not a single owner was present to bid in his or her farm or
home.

Of course, many of these are widows. People are becom-
ing discouraged on account of the constant increase in taxes,
The press announces that the State of Kentucky for State
purposes will collect $10,000,000 more this year than it ever
collected in any other one year in its history. The Federal
Government, the States, the counties, the cities, and the
towns and other taxing districts continue to increase their
taxes.

I pointed out the other day in a speech that approximately
one-third of the income of the American people on the
average was taken in taxes. I would not have any unit
of the Government to neglect those things that are essential
and necessary for the welfare of the people, but all units
of the Government should avoid squandering and wasting
the peoples’ tax money.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Not just now. We now
have about 100,000 foreclosures of Government loans by the
H. O. L. C, and I understand that before another year
there will be, perhaps, 160,000 farm foreclosures by the
Federal land banks and other credit agencies of the Gov-
ernment, We are making many times as many tenant
farmers and tenant home owners as we can possibly make
of farm and home owners under this bill. I now yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The argument the gen-
tleman just made would indicate that in many instances
tenants are better off than the men owning farms, I think
the gentleman is right.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The tax burden is being in-
creased. Taxes are increasing more and more, and perhaps
the farm owners and home owners are becoming discouraged
in their efforts to hold their farms and their homes. Let
us help to make farm owners out of tenant farmers, but at
the same time let us help those who have farms to hold their
farms and keep them from becoming tenant farmers.
[Applause.]

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. WEARIN].

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, at the time the Committee
on Agriculture was discussing the subject of tenancy I sub-
mitted a statement that wasincluded in the hearings. Later,
I addressed the House at some length concerning pending
legislation in that field. I have also discussed the question
under various circumstances in many parts of the country.
I make this statement in explanation of my interest in the
matter for a long time past.

There is no question that the country is expecting this
Congress to pass tenancy legislation of some sort. As I have
stated before, I prefer to call it land purchase and resale
legislation rather than tenancy legislation. I believe the
psychological effect of the term is better.

Tomorrow at the appropriate time when the bill is being
read under the 5-minute rule I expect to offer an amendment
myself, which will involve a principle I feel is fundamental,
and which has been demonstrated as being such in other
countries where they have attempted to deal with this prob-
lem. . My amendment will incorporate in the pending bill a
provision whereby the Secretary of Agriculture shall receive
the land now owned by the Federal land banks and shall
resell such property to tenant purchasers on a long-term-
contract basis. The amendment will not be long, nor will it
be complicated. It can be printed on one typewritten page.
It has been before this House for a long time, because I have
written the various Members upon at least two different occa-
sions on the subject, and have discussed it before the House
upon at least one occasion. The principle thereof is incor-
porated in my bill H. R. 5239,

I simply take this opportunity of calling the attention of
the membership to the fact that at the appropriate time the
amendment will be placed before the House and I will ai-
tempt to discuss it as extensively as time will permit under
the 5-minute rule.
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Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WEARIN. Yes.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Is the gentleman aware
of the fact that the Federal land bank has in the past year
sold two or three thousand farms to tenants in this country
and has financed them?

Mr. WEARIN. I am fully aware of the fact the Federal
land bank has sold a large number of farms to land pur-
chasers who were financially able to buy them and to make
down payments. However, I want to aid the tenants who are
unable to qualify to that extent financially., They are the
people who constitute the tenancy problem that we are trying
to solve, [Applause.]

The amendment I propose to offer is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO TITLE IV, SECTION 41 (B)

(7) Acquire all real property in the United States that the Fed-
eral land banks now own outright without any redemption rights
outstanding in former owners, which the said Federal land banks
are hereby authorized and directed to transfer and convey to the
Becretary of the Treasury, for which the said Federal land banks
shall accept from the BSecretary of the Treasury in exchange
therefor Federal land bank stock of equal value., In the same
manner the Secretary of Agriculture shall acquire within 6 months
real property against which the Federal land banks at the time
of the adoption of this act hold sherifi's certificates or judg-
ments. For the purposes of such exchanges, the value of such
real property shall be the “carrying value” as it appears on the
books of the said Federal land banks on the last day of the
month next preceding the adoption of this act; and the Federal
land benk stock shall be valued at par, The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall acquire forthwith all real property so acquired by
the SBecretary of the Treasury: Provided, That the conveyance of
such real property may be made under any procedure adopted by
the Governor of the Farm Credit Administration, the Secretary of
the Treasury, and the Secretary of Agriculture direct from the
Pederal land banks to the said Secretary of Agriculture without
any intermediate transfer through the Secretary of the Treasury.
The provisions of section 355 of the Revised Statutes as amended
relating to restrictions on the acquisition of land by the United
States shall not apply to such transfers and conveyances. The
Secretary of Agriculture shall administer and dispose of such real
property as hereinafter prescribed in this act,

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr,
SPARKMAN].

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of the
time on this side to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, for the first time since
becoming a Member of this House I have asked for time to
speak. I have done so now because the measure under
consideration strikes so near to the heart of the district and
section which I have the honor to represent and because
it is of such importance to our entire Nation. I believe that
no other legislation has had such a widespread demand,
During the recent past the press everywhere has been point-
ing out the need for it. Editors and preachers, students
and teachers, farm leaders, industrialists, businessmen—
leaders in every walk and profession—sensing the great
need have argued for it. The Nation-wide demand for
farm-tenant legislation makes it imperative that this Con-
gress enact if.

This great cry for farm-tenant legislation is not unnat-
ural, artificial, or arbitrary, It is the natural outgrowth of
land-tenure conditions that are approaching, if not already
at, the danger point. I think it requires no argument to
back up a statement that home ownership by farmers is
highly desirable. Only in that way can we obtain stability
of our social order. Widespread farm tenancy is always
a threat—it is a cancer that slowly but surely eats into
the vitals of a democracy and undermines its very life. It .
has reached that cancerous stage in the United States.

The farm census of 1935 showed that of the 2,865,000 ten-
ant farmers of this Nation 34.2 percent of them were single
year tenants. This means that in the State of Mississippi,
which has the highest percentage of farm tenancy—70 per-
cent—every year 24 percent of the people in the farm com-
munity move on to other farms. In my own State of Ala-
bama with a 64.5 percent farm tenancy, 22 percent of the
farmers change farms every year. And it means that in
my own county of Madison—one of the greatest agricul-
tural counties in the Southeast—where 72 percent of the
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farms are run by tenants, one out of every four families
in any farm community, assuming fhe average to hold,
moves every year from farm to farm. The result is in-
evitable—run-down houses, ramshackle barns, broken-down
fences, abused soil—erosion and waste of the worst kind.
In this way our Nation is being despoiled of one of its
greatest natural resources.

But as bad as are the erosion of the soil and the waste
of the improvements, that is not the worst part of it. The
worst feature lies in the lack of community consciousness
and civic mindedness in the tenant himself. How can he
feel any pride in his community—in its schools, its churches,
its movements for community betterment? He cannot, nor
can the community, hope for any permanence in any worth-
while program or stability in its institutions with one-
fourth of its people moving every year and & great part
of the others moving every 2 or 3 years.

From the farm census of 1935 we learned that there were
3,899,000 farm owners as compared witl: 2,865,000 farm ten-
ants in the United States as a whole, or that a little more
than 42 percent of our farmers were tenants, and that in
the South, where tenancy ran highest, it reached 54 percent
average, with the peak in Mississippi at 74 percent. In my
own State, with an average of 64.5 percent, 13 counties have
75 percent or more of tenants. The percentage for Ala-
bama, county by county, is shown by the following table:

Number | Number | Percent
farms tenants | tenancy
Auta 2,761 1,833 68,
Baldwin. . 2,676 B64 25.
Barbour 3, 601 2, T85 75.
Bibb. 1,955 1,075 55,
Blount._ 4, 897 2,538 B2,
Bullock - - 3,100 2,574 8.
Butler 3, 857 2, M0 64,
Calhoun 3,280 2,054 62.
Charokeo. Sia| 2| o
e ey
Chilton 3,078 2,287 6.
Choctaw _ e 3, 104 1,825 59.
Clarke. 3,953 2,036 b2,
Clay... 3,313 1,767 B3,
Cleburne 2,192 1,178 5.
Coflee_ 4,273 3,170 4
= il il &
Conecuh...
Covington.... .. i
CrenshaW. - - ---noeeee 3,454 2,388 69,
Collman. 7,376 3,737 5L
el i 8
Dallas. "
De Ealb. . coeeea 6, 684 3,53 53.
Elmore. 4, M40 2,925 64
Escambia. - 2,913 1,380 47.
Etowah i 4,152 2,455 59.
Fayetts. = 3,189 1,676 53.
Framkli i i 3,741 2,179 58,
Oeneva 3, 732 2,640 L
(€] - R S S —— 3,017 3,334 85,
b - O 4, 666 3,606 7.
Y S e R S L 2,83 2,084 T4
Houst 4, 595 3,191 69.
Jackson 5,517 3,250 50.
Jefferson 6, 481 3,349 52.
.............................................. 3,210 1,862 58,
Lauderdale 5,170 3,180 61.
Lawrence 4, 855 3,408 70.
e o e s s e e 3,301 2 440 T4
Limestone 6, 266 4,521 72
Lowndes._ .. 4,329 3, 664 85.
Macon. ... 3,042 317 79.
Madison Sy 7,084 5,085 72,
20 6,412 4, 086 s
4,345 2,436 56.
6,318 3,725 59.
1, 905 450 24
4,182 2744 B0,
4,464 3,443 7.
4,012 2,996 61.
£ 4,304 3,378 7.
4,400 3,137 T0.
3,600 2, 890 78.
4,138 2,258 B5.
3,168 2,402 76.
3.612 2,141 58.
2,728 1,487 55.
4,697 3, 796 Bl
4, 255 2,921 69.
3, 74 2,515 68,
6, 207 8 102 50.
4,700 2 035 43
1, 580 549 35.
4,554 3,644 80.
‘Winston...ceeeeee 2,554 1,166 48,
Total 273,455 | 176,247 64
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Mr. Chairman, I am proud of the district which I repre-
sent—the rich Tennessee Valley in north Alabama. It is
composed of seven counties along the Tennessee River as it
crosses Alabama—seven great agricultural counties with

fertile soil and high production. But farm tenancy is a
problem there as the following table shows:

Number | Number | Percent

County farms | temants | tenancy
Colbert__._. 2,728 1,798 86.0
Jackson 8,517 3,250 59.0
Lauderdale 5,170 3,180 6L.0
Lawrence. v 4, 855 3,408 70.0
Limestone. ....... 6, 266 4,521 72.0
T R AR ST 7,034 085 72.0
Morgan. . 4,012 2,996 610
Total 36, 480 24,238 66.4
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I submit, ladies and gentlemen, that such statistics in-
dicate an alarming condition in our social order calling for
remedial legislation, And it becomes even more alarming
when we consider its growth. In 1880—the earliest date at
which we have available information—the tenancy percent-
age was only 25.6. Today if is 42.1. How it has steadily
increased is shown as follows:

Year: Percent tenancy
1880___ - 25.8
1890__ 27.9
1800 35.
1910. 37.0
1920 88.1
1925 88.7
JOR0:- =55 42.4
1935 42.1

The problem as to the South cannot be explained awa
by the presence of the Negro, for from 1920 to 1935, while
the number of Negro farm tenants in the Southern States
decreased by 102,000, the white farm tenants during the
same period increased by 148,000.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I may say on that point that less
than 2 percent of the people in my district are Negroes and
61 percent of the farmers are tenants, which clearly shows
this is not a Negro problem.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the gentleman for his contri-
bution.

We are all more or less familiar with the land-tenure
problem that vexed Ireland for so long a fime. We recall
how in 1867 it led to an open revolt which, although a
failure, forced England to the enactment in 1870 of a land
law for Irish farm tenants. At that time 97 percent of the
Irish farmers were tenants and only 3 percent were owners.
Since the enactment of that farm-tenant measure for Ire-
land there has been a steady shifting of those figures until
today the figures are exactly reversed, with 97 percent land
owners and 3 percent tenants.

Many people feel and some of them have said that the
present measure outlines a program entirely too modest—
that it would be better to postpone its consideration until
a more adequate program could be initiated. I for one
should have preferred a larger authorization and a wider
program. But I am convinced that we must make a start.
This measure is a start in the right direction. Farm tenancy
is a problem that cannot be worked out in a year or a few
years, nor can it be cured or covered by a single law enacted
by this Congress. It will call for a program involving ex-
periments, changes, amendments, patience, and years of
work. Again turning to Ireland, the one law of 1870 did
not work out the problem. AsI recall, a new law was passed
a few years later—1881—and others followed in 1835, 1888,
1891, 1896, 1903, 1909, and 1935—a long, changing, growing
program, but one that has proved effective. I believe that
we can expect a similar development in this country. I be-
lieve that it is time to start.

Personally, I wish to congratulate the Agriculture Com-
mittee of this House for reporting this bill out—for giving us
something to start on. It is not all that I should wish.
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I should like to see under title I a proving period—a time for
testing and selecting the new owners—supervising them to be
sure that they might be capable of becoming an owner; also
I should like to see a method of assuring protection from
land speculators and from the vicissitudes of land booms and
depressions. But as I study this bill, aside from the part
dealing with submarginal lands, I believe it will do three
things that are badly needed:

.First. It will check that ever upward swinging curve of
farm-tenancy increase.

Second. It will encourage and enable new farm ownership,
instilling into such new owners & feeling of pride, a new feel-
ing of ownership in the soil, in the community, in the social
order, in the Government.

Third. It will rehabilitate and give security to the tenant,
at the same time giving protection to the landlord and to that
priceless natural resource—the soil itself. Many a landlord,
himself hard pressed to maintain his farm, in an effort to get
enough cash from the crops to support himself and his ten-
ants, sees his soil being stripped, powerless to put into effect
& program of rotation and soil building crops without turn-
ing away his tenants with no means of support. They have
both become the victims of an economic condition from
which they cannot escape by themselves. Rehabilitation will
give relief to the landlord as well as to the tenant whom he is
now carrying.

The program is not entirely untried and uncharted. The
Resettlement Administration, during the last 2 years, has
bought and placed tenants on nearly a thousand farms—
experimenting with this same thing and testing the size and
value of the economical farm unit. These experiments have
Leen carried on in 10 Southern States. The table speaks for
itself:

8 Naumber | 2 0000 | price por | e per
tate BOTEALZE
of farms farm farm acre
L4 11L6 $2, 439 $21.88
irhkm 17 610 1,885 82. 51
Georgia 115 104.8 2,067 10.72
Louisiana_ o4 623 2,311 37.10
Misslestppl . s 143 5.9 2,028 30.01
North Carolina, 108 76.7 2,882 87.58
Oklahoma._ . 56 86 4, 860 57.55
South Carolina 60 1110 3,144 22,31
Texas 121 90.7 4,408 4.3
Total 084 BL4 2,78 33.46

A break-down of these experiments in the 18 counties of
my own State where these farms were bought shows the

following:

Average Average Average
Number
County acreage per | price per | price per
of farms |~ orm farm acre
utanga 1 120.0 | $3,000.00 $25.00
%!nﬂnl 3 85.3 1,500. 54 17.69
Butler. 7 136.4 | 2,628 57 19,26
Calhoun 3 B3.3| 32706.62 30, 65
R Al I e T 2 58.0 915.98 15.79
Chilton 2 137.2 | 281274 20.50
Coffes 5 100.0 | 8,300.00 83.00
Coving 6 120.0 | 2,125.20 17.71
Crensh 3 86.7| 2,650.00 30.58
Cullman 6 62.6 2,065.25 33.00
Dale. b 80.3 8,572.00 40.00
Dallas_ 10 86.3 1,378.42 15.907
Lowndes 15 173.3 1,667.47 9.62
Madison b | 76.6 4,284 93 55.96
Morgan 1 60.0 2,175.00 36.25
Pickens 2 57.5 | 1,725.00 30.00
14 127.1 2,757.33 2169
Walker. 3 116.0 | 201412 25.12

Now, Mr. Chairman, speaking very briefly concerning the
rehabilitation feature, I have seen this program as carried
on by the Resettlement Administration at work and can
testify as to its effectiveness. I have seen it actually bring
new life and new hope to men whom the depression years
had left floundering, helpless, and hopeless. I have seen
them absolutely down and out, and I have then seen them
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become again self-respecting, self-supporting citizens of
their communities. A carefully planned rehabilitation pro-
gram can be most effective. In Alabama, as well as else-
where, the Resetflement Administration has done a great
work in this field, and here and now I wish to compliment
that agency for it. The following table speaks eloquently
and convincingly:

Rural rehabilitation—Alabama

1935 1036 1937

Case load 13,259 13, 451 12, 000

Average loan $225.00 $186. 00 $235

ﬁ_"fm?;t ct:ash farm income. . ... .. ’g;. g gﬁ% g 18460

et worth__ 17,

Clients having. e
Mules or mares. ... ........percent. 13.0 148 81,37
Bteers do 87.0 85.2 18. 63
Milkoows. ... .. _do__ 47.5 6.1 70.1
Hogs do__.. 6.1 7.5 84.3
Broodsows. . .. . do____ 19,2 2.5 42.1
Hens do. 79.1 00.9 95. 6

Total net worth. $40,174.77 | $3,043,557.77 | $4, 344,000
1 Estimated.

Total increase net worth from 1935 to 1937, $4,303,825.23

I cannot add to the arguments presented by the above
figures, but I do wish to call your attention to the increase
in net worth of each family from $3.03 to $362 in a period
of 2 years, and also to the almost complete reversal of per-
centage of those using mules and those using steers from
1935 to 1937. In 1935 only 13 percent owned mules with
which to make their crops, the other 87 percent using steers.
In 1937 we find over 81 percent using mules and less than
19 percent using steers. The number of milk cows in-
creased from less than one to every two families to nearly
four to every five families. The number having hogs in-
creased more than a third; the number having brood sows
more than doubled, while nearly every family now keeps
poultry.

Someone might be interested to know that of the loans
in Alabama during 1936 totaling $2,501,955.71, the amount
of $1,646,887 has been collected, representing a percentage of
65.82 collected.

Under this program the United States Government has
been doing a real rehabilitation work among the farmers.
In a way it has been relief, but the cheapest relief that the
Government could give. Far better than mere relief, how-
ever, has been the rebuilding of human character, initiative,
and community interest.

In conclusion I wish to quofte from an ediforial by Mr.
J. L, Meeks, appearing May 27, 1937, in the Tri-Cities Daily
of Sheffield, Ala., one of the papers of which he is editor
and publisher, as follows:

The rising percentage over a period of years of farm tenancy
surely tells us that this is no sudden problem. It has been grow-
ing in Intensity until today it has become a sore spot on the body
politic. We should have started seeking a solution 30 years

ago. We did not. Certainly we must do so now * * * Al-
most any kind of an initial program will be better than
nothing * * %,

A sound, well-administered program to break up the downward
trend in farm-home ownership must become one of the prin-
cipal proposals of the Federal Government in the near future or
within a few more years, the present downward spiral continuing,
we will become a nation of princes and paupers and a nation of
aristocrats and peasants. And none of us want that to happen,
mtl:wimmmﬁpmwmmmmmmaornowbe-

The present measure is a start. I view it as only the be-
ginning. I am happy fo speak and vote for it, feeling that
as time and experience show its good points and its defects
we shall work out and develop an adequate farm-tenant
program. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHATIRMAN, All time has expired. The Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc, That this act may be cited as the “Farm
Becurity Act of 1837."
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Mr, DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the Chair, Mr, Driver, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 7562) to encourage and promote the ownership of
farm homes and to make possession of such homes more
secure, to provide for the general welfare of the United
States, to provide additional credit facilities for agricul-
tural development, and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—MEXICAN
CLAIMS COMMISSION

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United States which was
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State
recommending the enactment of legislation fur the purposes
described therein.

The recommendations of the Secretary of State have my
approval, and I request the enactment of legislation for
the purposes indicated, in order that the difficulty that has
arisen in relation to the jurisdiction of the Special Mexican
Claims Committee may be overcome.

FRANEKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

TrE WHITE HoUsE, June 28, 1937,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—INTERNA-
TIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following further
message from the President of the United States which was
read and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States of America:

The Congress, by a joint resolution approved June 19,
1934, authorized me to accept membership for the Govern-
ment of the United States in the International Labor Or-
ganization. Pursuant to that authorization I accepted such
membership on behalf of the Government of the United
States.

Representatives of this Government and of American
employers and American labor attended the Twentieth Ses-
sion of the International Labor Conference, held at Geneva
June 4 to 24, 1936.

That Conference adopted three draft conventions and two
recommendations, to wit:

The Draft Convention (no. 50) concerning the regulation
of certain special systems of recruiting workers.

The Recommendation (no. 46) concerning the progressive
elimination of recruiting,

The Draft Convention (no. 51) concerning the reduction
of hours of work on public works,

The Draft Convention (no. 52) concerning annual holidays
with pay,

The Recommendation (no. 47) concerning annual holidays
with pay.

In becoming a member of the organization and subscrib-
ing to its constitution this Government accepted the fol-
lowing undertaking in regard to such draft conventions and
recommendations:

Each of the members undertakes that it will, within the period
of 1 year at most from the closing of the session of the conference,
or if it is impossible owing to exceptional circumstances to do so
within the period of 1 year, then at the earliest practicable mo-
ment and in no case later than 18 months from the closing of
the session of the conference bring the recommendation or draft
convention before the authority or authorities within whose com-
petence the matter lies, for the enactment of legislation or other

action. (Art. 19 (405), par. 5, Constitution of the International
Labor Organization.)

In the case of a federal state, the power of which to enter into
conventions on labor matters is subject to limitations, it shall be
in the discretion of that government to treat a draft convention
to which such limitations apply as a recommendation only, and
the provislons of this article with respect to recommendations
shall apply in such case. (Art. 19 (405), par. 9, Constitution of
the International Labor Organization.)

In accordance with the foregoing undertaking, the above-

named three draft conventions and two recommendations
are herewith submitted to the Congress with the accom-
panying report of the Secretary of State and its enclosures,
to which the attention of the Congress is invited.

I wish particularly to call to the attention of the Congress
the draft convention (nmo. 51) concerning the reduction of
hours of work on public works, and recommend that action
be taken by the Congress on this draft convention at its
earliest convenience.

. FrangLIN D, ROOSEVELT,
THE WEITE HoUsE, June 28, 1937,

CONFERENCE REPORT ON THE RELIEF BILL

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Appropriations may have until mid-
night tonight to file a conference report on the relief bill.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
is it the intention of the gentleman to bring up the con-
ference report the first thing in the morning?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection,

THE LATE HONORABLE JOHN W. FISHBURNE

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, it becomes my sad
privilege and duty to announce the death of a former Mem-
ber of this House from Virginia. The Honorable John W.
Fishburne, of Charlottesville, Va., departed this life on the
25th instant. He was a Member of the Seventy-second Con-
gress and served here with distinction. He is well known to
many Members of the Seventy-fifth Congress who served
with him in the Seventy-second Congress. He was beloved
by them, and I know they will all join with me in mourning
his departure.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to include in an extension of my remarks certain tables re-
ferred to therein, and also a very short excerpt from an
editorial relating to the pending bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend the remarks which I made today in discussing
the rule on the pending hill and to insert in connection
therewith certain amendments which I expect to offer to the
bill when it is considered under the 5-minute rule,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

CONTROL AND ERADICATION OF INSECT PESTS

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for 2 minutes in order that I may
acquaint the House with an insect-pest emergency existing
in the West.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

GRASSHOPPER PLAGUE IN THE WEST

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, on April 6, 1937,

the President approved a joint resolution authorizing the
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sum of $2,000,000 to be made available annually for the pur-
pose of control and eradication of insect pests. On April 27,
1937, the President approved a joint resolution, being
House Joint Resolution 319, appropriating $1,000,000 for
this purpose. This appropriation has been completely ex-
hausted, and now I am advised by agricultural extension
agents that the grasshopper situation is getting out of con-
trol in the West.

The Senate has added an amendment to the work-relief
bill, which included the eradication of insect pests and
minor miscellaneous work projects, but that money will be
available for labor only and not for poison mix.

To meet this situation, there being no money whatever
available now, the $1,000,000 having been expended, as a
last resource today I introduced a resolution appropriating
another $1,000,000 for this very necessary work, and I sin-
cerely hope that favorable action may immediately be had
on the resolution.

In support of the resolution which I have just intro-
duced, I may cite the fact, as stated in the Appropriations
Committee report on H. J. Res. 319, that the authorization
carried in the resolution of April 6, 1937, was based upon
the Budget estimate theretofore submitted to Congress
by the President, with his approval, and that the sum of
$2,000,000 recommended was solely for the comnfrol and
eradication of grasshoppers. The joint resolution as passed
included Mormon crickets and chinch bugs, but the point
I make is that the Budget estimate was for grasshoppers
only and it was estimated that $2,000,000 would be required.
One million dollars was appropriated. I regret very much
indeed that recent developments have borne out the Budget
estimate. The exhaustion of the $1,000,000 in 60 days speaks
for itself.

The Bureau of Entomology advises me that Arkansas,
Oklahoma, Montana, Colorado, South Dakota, and Wyoming
are badly infested and that North Dakota, Nebraska, and
Kansas and other States are in line for invasion.

The agricultural-extension agent in Colorado wires me
that 4,000 square miles in that State are badly infested
and in a telegram dated June 26 he said they would take
wing in about 10 days. He says, and I quote—

The situation is getting out of control bscause of inadequate
supplies and is very discouraging to farmers who have fought so
vigorously and effectively to date.

He fairly begs for additional mixture and the Bureau of
Entomology says there is no money to furnish it. A farmer
who is running a mixing station in the infested area graphi-
cally describes the situation as follows—

The 'hoppers are so thick that hanestly the whole face of the
earth seems to be moving when they are on the move.

And this means that they are only crawling at an esti-
mated rate of 21 miles per day. When they take wing there
is no telling where they will go, so interest in the campaign
of extermination is by no means limited to the present in-
fested area, of which there is more than 4,000 square miles in
southeastern Colorado, as against 700 square miles in any
prior invasion.

The committee report accompanying House Joint Resolu-
tion 319 stated that “the campaign contemplates the States
affected, the survey indicating possibility of parts of 24
States being involved.” This robs the situation of the aspect
of a merely local threat.

Mr. Speaker, I have contacted in the last 2 or 3 days
every agency of relief with the result that apparently there
is no relief except the appropriation of the additional
$1,000,000 recommended by the Director of the Budget, an
amount which, expended at this time, may save several
times that amount in crop losses, not only in the infested
areas but in adjacent sections which will shorfly be invaded
unless these pests are exterminated on the ground. I
strongly urge immediate and favorable consideration of my
resolution, not on my account, but on account of the dis-
tressed farmers and communities which have lost so much

through drought the past 4 or 5 years.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DIMOND. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend the remarks I made today with respect to H. R. 5860.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend the remarks I made this afternoon on the farm-
tenancy bill and to include certain statistical tables.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks and to include therein an amendment
I expect to offer tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
“ilzlmanlmﬂaoonsent.lm?eotahsenoemmtedu
ollows:

To Mr. BuckLEr of Minnesota, on account of illness.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
11 o'clock a. m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. TABER. MTr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object.
Is it contemplated that we go on with this bill at that time
or take up a conference report?

Mr. RAYBURN. It had been the thought to take up the
conference report, and that is the reason for asking that
we meet at that hour.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of tha
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, during the course of the
general debate on the hill this afternoon in Committee of
the Whole, our beloved and distinguished Speaker in the
course of his remarks referred to some statistics which he
expected to place in the Recorp as g portion of his remarks.
During my discussion of the same bill I referred to some
statistics. I did not have time to go into the details, but
stated that if they were the same statistics to which the
Speaker referred I would not ask to have mine made a
part of my remarks. The statistics I have in mind are a
break-down of the tenancy problem with reference to vari-
ous States, showing the number of farmers in each State,
the number of tenants and owners, and so forth, which are
different from those which the Speaker intends to include
within his remarks. Therefore I ask unanimous consent
to include in my remarks certain statistics. I understand
the Speaker had in mind statistics in reference to regional
matters.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

Bills and a joint resolution of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred, as follows:

S.2661. An act granting the consent of Congress to a
compact entered into by the States of Maine and New
Hampshire for the creation of the Maine-New Hampshire
Interstate Bridge Authority; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

B.2662. An act authorizing the Maine-New Hampshire In-
terstate Bridge Authority to construct, maintain, and operate
a toll bridge across the Piscataqua River at or near Ports-
mouth, State of New Hampshire; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

8.2681. An act to authorize the construction of the
Colorado-Big Thompson project as a Federal reclamation

| project; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.
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S.J.Res. 164, Joint resolution to amend the joint resolu-
tion establishing the George Rogers Clark Sesquicentennial
Commission, approved May 23, 1928, as amended; to the
Committee on the Library.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock
and 52 minutes p. m.), in accordance with the order here-
tofore adopted, the House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, June 29, 1937, at 11 o'clock a. m.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will

hold a public hearing in room 219, House Office Build-
ing, Washington, D. C., Tuesday, June 29, 1937, at 10 a. m.,
on H. R. 6039 and H. R. 7309, known as the “Fishery Credit
Act” bills,

COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS

The Committee on Military Affairs will meet at 10:30
a. m., Tuesday, June 29, 1937, for the consideration of H. R.
7494, to amend the act entitled “An act to amend the act
entitled ‘An act authorizing the conservation, production,
and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource pertain-
ing to the national defense and to the development of
commercial aeronautics, and for other purposes.’”

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS

Open hearing will be held before the full Committee on
Naval Affairs at 10:30 a. m. on Tuesday, June 29, 1937, to
consider H. R. 7216, assignment of officers for duty under
the Department of Commerce. Important.

COMMITTEE ON THE DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

The Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers
will hold a public hearing in room 246, known as the Civil
Service Committee room, in the House Office Building,
at 10:30 a. m., Thursday, July 1, 1937, on H. R. 7504, to
provide for the disposition of certain records of the United
States Government.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MANINE AND FISHERIES

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold a public hearing in room 219, House Office Building,
Wednesday, July 7, 1937, at 10 a. m., on H. R. 7158, to ex-
cept yachts, tugs, towboats, and unrigged vessels from cer-
tain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Wednesday, July 7, 1937,
on H. R. 5182 and H. R. 6917—textile bills.

COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Irrigation
and Reclamation in room 128, House Office Building, at
10 a. m., Wednesday, June 30, 1937, for the consideration of
8. 2681, to authorize the construction of the Grand Lake-Big
Thompson Transmountain water-diversion project as a Fed-
eral reclamation project, and H. R. 7680, to authorize appro-
priations for the construction of the Arch Hurley Con-
servancy District in New Mexico.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

682. A letter from the Assistant Administrator, Federal
Emergency Administration of Public Works, transmitting
draft of a proposed bill for the relief of Virgil D. Alden; to
the Committee on Claims.

683. A letter from the Acting Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting draft of a proposed bill with reference to the
exchange of two lighthouses in the Territory of Hawali; o
the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
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684. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting draft of a proposed provision pertain-
ing to an existing appropriation of the National Capital Park
and Planning Commission for the fiscal year 1937 (H. Doc.
No. 274) ; to the Committee on Appropriations.

685. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting deficiency estimates of appropriations
for the fiscal year 1932 and prior years in the sum of
$756.61, and a supplemental estimate of appropriation for
the fiscal years 1936-38 in the sum of $85,000, amounting in
all to $85,756.61, and two drafts of proposed provisions per-
taining to existing appropriations, for the Department of
Justice (H. Doc. No. 273); to the Committee on Appropri-
ations and ordered to be printed. :

686. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated June 17, 1937, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and illustrations, on a preliminary
examination and survey of Bayous La Loutre, Saint Malo,
and Yscloskey, La., authorized by the River and Harbor
Act approved August 30, 1935 (H. Doc. No. 275); to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be
printed, with illustrations.

687. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting an estimate of appropriation for the
Civilian Conservation Corps for the fiscal year 1938, amount-
ing to $350,000,000 (H. Doc. No. 276) ; to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

688. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation
for the railroad retirement account, Railroad Retirement
Board, ammounting to $99,880,000 (H. Doc. No. 277) ; to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

689. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Interior,
transmitting a copy of legislation passed by the Municipal
Council of St. Thomas and St. John, and approved by the
Governor of the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Insular
Affairs,

690. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to amend the Adjusted
Compensation Payment Act, 1936, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. HILL of Washington: Committee on the Public
Lands. H. R. 3866. A bill to add certain lands to the
Columbia National Forest in the State of Washington; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1113). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. DEROUEN: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
5593. A bill to provide for the addition or additions of cer-
tain lands to the Fort Donelson Natiofial Military Park in
the State of Tennessee, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1114). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. VOORHIS: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
5685. A bill fo facilitate the control of soil erosion and flood
damage originating upon lands within the exterior bound-
aries of the Angeles National Forest in the State of Cali-
fornia; with amendment (Rept. No, 1115). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, DEROUEN: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
7086. A bill to direct the Secretary of the Interior to notify
the State of Virginia that the United States assumes police
jurisdiction over the lands embraced within the Shenandoah
National Park, and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1116). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. DEROUEN: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
7487. A bill to establish the San Juan Natioral Monument,
P. R., and for other purposes; without amendmegt (Rept.




6490

No. 1117). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. H, R. 7614. A hill to amend the act entitled “An
act for the establishment of marine schools, and for other
purposes”, approved March 4, 1911; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1118). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. DEMPSEY: Commitiee on the Public Lands, H. R.
7618. A bill relating to the revested Oregon and California
Railroad and reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands
situated in the State of Oregon; without amendment (Rept.
1119). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committee on Flood Control
H. R. 7646. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act author-
izing the construction of certain public works on rivers and
harbors for flood confrol, and for other purposes”, approved
June 22, 1936; with amendment (Rept. No. 1120). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana: Committee on Indian Af-
fairs. 8. 641. An act conferring jurisdiction on the Court
of Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment
in any claims which the Assiniboine Indians may have
against the United States, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1121). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. TOWEY: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 6283.
A bill to increase the punishment of second, third, and sub-
sequent offenders against the narcotic laws: with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1122). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 2888.
A bill granting a leave of absence to settlers of homestead
lands during the year 1937; without amendment (Rept. No.
1123). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

EREPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr. WOOD: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 3739. A
bill conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear
and determine the claim of the Mack Copper Co.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1124). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. O'MALLEY: Committee on War Claims. 8. 51. An
act for the relief of Fred G. Clark Co.; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1125). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. DEEN: Committee on War Claims. S. 1242. An act
for the relief of Stanley A. Jerman, receiver for A. J. Peters
Co., Inc.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1126), Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DEMPSEY: A hill (H. R. 7680) to authorize the
construction of a Federal reclamation project to furnish a
water supply for the lands of the Arch Hurley conservancy
district in New Mexico; to the Committee on Irrigation and
Reclamation.

By Mr. ROBERTSON: A bill (H. R. 7681) to provide that
the United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration
projects, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. COLDEN: A bill (H, R. 7682) to provide for mak-
ing public certain statements with respect to income tax;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McFARLANE: A bill (H. R. 7683) with reference
to the issuance of letters patent on inventions covering air-
planes; to the Committee on Patents.
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By Mr. MAGNUSON: A bill (H. R, 7684) to amend sub-
section (c) of section 8 of the act entitled “An act to amend
the Judicial Code, and to further define the jurisdiction of
the circuit court of appeals and of the Supreme Court, and
for other purposes”, approved February 13, 1925, as
amended; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 7685) to amend the Air
Mail ‘Act of 1934 to provide greater safety in the transpor-
tation of mail by air; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. O'TOOLE: A bill (H. R. 7686) to authorize the
reinstatement of any veterans who were reduced or dis-
missed through the enactment of the Economy Act of 1933;
to the Committee on the Civil Service.

By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 7687) to
regulate shipment of alcoholic beverages into the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 7688) to authorize
the addition of certain lands to the Modoc, Shasta, and Las-
m ‘liﬂsatjonal Forests, Calif.; to the Committee on the Public

Also, a bill (H. R. 7689) to authorize the addition of certain
lands to the Shasta and Klamath National Forests, Calif.; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7690) to authorize the addition of certain
lands to the Plumas, Tahoe, and Lassen National Forests,
Calif.; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. DEMUTH: A bill (H. R. 7691) to encourage home
ownership and make it secure, for the reduction of unemploy-
ment and the stimulating of business activity to reestablish
American economic independence, and prevent the evils of
tenancy as now prevails in farm and urban communities, to
promote the health, the housing, and the social conditions,
and the general welfare, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. IGLESIAS: A bill (H. R. 7692) to authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to transfer to the Government of
Puerto Rico certain real estate of the Navy Department; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7693) to authorize the Secretary of War
to transfer to the government of Puerto Rico certain real
estate of the War Department; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. HILL of Washington: A bill (H. R. 7694) to au-
thorize postmasters and assistant postmasters to administer
oaths in connection with certain immigration and naturali-
zation documents; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 7695) to add certain lands to
the Siuslaw National Forest in the State of Oregon; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. PACE: A bill (H. R. 7696) to amend section 77 of
the Judicial Code, as amended, to create a Fitzgerald division
in the southern district of Georgia, with terms of court to
be held at Fitzgerald, Ga., and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 7697) to promote conserva-
tion in the arid and semiarid areas of the United States by
aiding in the development of facilities for water storage
and utilization, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. ELLENBOGEN: Resolution (H. Res. 266) to make
H. R. 6092, a bill o amend the Home Owners’ Loan Act of
1935, to reduce the rate of interest to 3% percent, to extend
the time of maturity to 25 years, and for other purposes, a
special order of business; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 430) consenting to an interstate compact relating to
flood control in the Merrimack River Valley; to the Commit-
tee on Flood Control.

By Mr. MARTIN of Colorado: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
431) making an appropriation for the control of outbreaks of
insect pests; to the Committee on Appropriations.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GAMBRILL: A bill (H. R. 7698) for the relief of
Charles W. Fields: to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. KLOEB: A bill (H. R. 7699) granting a pension to
Emma Hinton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McCORMACK: A bill (H. R. 7700) for the relief
of Maurice Victor; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MAAS: A bill (H. R. 7701) to authorize retirement
annuity for Margaret L. Mullane, clerk, United States Dis-
trict Court, District of Minnesota; to the Committee on the
Civil Service.

Mr. MILLER: A bill (H. R. 7702) for the relief of J. N.
Sutherland, Lula E. Lucus, W. E. Cooper, J. D. Wallace, and
J. F. Martin; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. O'TOOLE: A bill (H. R. 7703) for the relief of
Bernard Rothstein; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. PACE: A bill (H. R. 7704) for the relief of Lucile
Snider and Cliff Snider, Jr.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 7705) for
the relief of Susie R. Stone; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WHELCHEL: A bill (H. R. T706) for the relief of
Mrs. Earnest Smith and two small children; to the Commit-
tee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7707) to honor the military service of
Charles G. Clement; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WHITE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 7708) for the relief
of John and Irma Yedlick; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

2777. By Mr. BIERMANN: Memorial of Iowa farmers
assembled at Ames, Towa, June 24, in reference to proposed
farm legislation; to the Committee on Agriculture.

2778. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Petition in the
nature of a letter of the Associated Clubs of the North End
of Seattle and King County, Wash., Jennie L. Barnes,
Seattle, Wash., secretary, pointing out the incomparable
beauty of the great forests of the Olympic Peninsula of
Washington, insisting that House bill 7086, Seventy-fourth
Congress, is the only adequate bill to consider in the crea-
tion of the Mount Olympus National Park, deprecating the
fact that the pending House bill 4724 has, for the sake of
compromise, eliminated some of the most glorious parts of
the forest area, and urging Congress to substifute House
bill 7086, Seventy-fourth Congress, for House bill 4724 and
forthwith enact the same in the interests of conservation; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

2779. By Mr. COLDEN: Senate Joint Resolution No. 25,
relative to memorializing the President and the Congress of
the United States to protect the rights of the State of Cali-
fornia to its tidelands and the coastal area lying seaward
of the State of California; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

2780. Also, resolution adopted by the International Labor
Defense Convention in Washington, urging the repeal of
criminal syndicalism, sedition, anarchy, insurrection, and
related laws, and numerous statutes outlawing the main
activities of trade-unions, ete.; to the Committee on Labor.

2781. Also, resolution adopted by the City Council of the
City of Los Angeles, Calif., on June 18, 1937, opposing the
adoption of the Byrnes amendment to the relief bill, which
amendment provides that political subdivisions sponsoring
Works Progress Administration projects must assume a
40-percent share of the expenditures therefor; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

2782. Also, resolution adopted by the Board of Super-
visors of Los Angeles County, Calif., on June 18, 1937,
opposing the adoption of an amendment to the relief bill
providing that Federal contributions for relief be matched
by the States, or political subdivisions thereof, in any pro-
portion; and urging that the Federal Government again
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assume full responsibility of transient unemployed and
transient alien unemployed in the State of California; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

2783. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the division of relief
of the department of public welfare, Minneapolis, Minn.,
urging enactment of Senate Joint Resolution No. 85; to the
Committee on Labor.

2784. Also, petition of the Minneapolis Council of Social
Agencies, Minneapolis, Minn., concerning Senate Joint Reso-
lution No. 85; to the Committee on Labor.

2785. Also, petition of the National Food Brokers’ Associ-
ation, endorsing the Robinson-Patman bill as enacted, and
opposing any legislation effecting changes in this legisla-
tion; also urging Congress to permit the Federal Trade
Commission to issue rules, regulations, and interpretations
with respect to laws under its jurisdiction in a manner
similar to the practices of the Interstate Commerce Com=-
mission and similar governmental agencies so that delays
resulting under the present procedure of investigations may
be avoided; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

2786. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petition of the American
Labor Party of Bronx County, New York City, urging the
passage of the Wagner-Steagall housing bill; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

2787. By Mr. FORD of California: Resolution of the
City Council of Los Angeles, opposing the adoption of the
Byrnes amendment to the relief appropriation bill of
1937-38; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2788. Also, resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles, opposing any new contributions from
California in carrying out unemployment relief that will be
greater than those exacted from any other State when the
full load of unemployment within States and its total cost is
considered; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

* 2789, Also, resolution of the Senate and Assembly of the
State of California, requesting that Senate bill 2164 be de-
feated; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

2790. By Mr. HILDEBRANDT: Petition of the Detroit
Local, National Federation of Post Office Clerks, endorsing
House bill 4647; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

2791. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: House concurrent
resolution passed by the Legislature of Texas, urging passage
of Senate bill 602, now pending before the Military Affairs
Committee of the House; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

2792, Also, petition of Mr. Raphael Levine, of Corsicana,
Tex., favoring House bill 7131, to establish an office of motion
pictures in the Government Printing Office; to the Com-
mittee on Printing.

2793. Also, memorial of Cres W. Watson, of Park Mintfer
Camp, No. 32, Spanish-American War Veterans, Abilene,
Tex., favoring House bill 5030; to the Committee on Rules.

2794. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the New York Women'’s
Trade Union League, New York City, concerning the Celler
bill (H. R. 3408) to repeal section 213 of the Economy Act
of 1932; to the Committee on the Civil Service,

2795. Also, petition of the Van Iderstine Co., Long Island
City, N. Y., concerning the reduction of the existing import
1e.:‘;tcise tax on whale oil; fo the Committee on Ways and

eans.

2796. Also, petition of Guild & Garrison, Brooklyn, N. Y.,
concerning sugar legislation in line with Secretary Wallace’s
recommendations; to the Committee on Agriculture.

2797. Also, petition of Federal Mill, Inc., Lockport, N. Y.,
concerning the Black-Connery labor bills; to the Committee
on Labor.

2798. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the New York Branch,
National Customs Service Association, New York City, urging
the enactment of the McCormack bill (H. R. 3) ; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

2799, Also, petition of the Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce,
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the Black-Connery bills (S. 2475
and H. R. 7200) ; to the Committee on Labor.
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2800. By Mr. PLUMLEY: Memorial of the Mill River
Grange, No. 514, of East Wallingford, Vt., opposing the trans-
fer of the Forest Service and other conservation activities out
of the Department of Agriculture; to the Commitiee on
Agriculture.

2801. Also, memorial of the Lamoille Grange, No. 233, hav-
ing membership of 194, opposing transfer of the Forest Serv-
ice and other conservation activities out of the Department
of Agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture.

2802. Also, petition of the Prospect Grange, No. 429, Fair
Haven, Vt., opposing the removal of the Forest Service and
other conservation activities from the Department of Agri-
culture; to the Joint Committee on Governmental Reorgani-
zation,

2803. By Mr. WELCH: Resolution relative to memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the United States to
protect the right of the State of California to its tidelands
and the coastal area lying seaward of the State of California;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

SENATE

TUESDAY, JUNE 29, 1937
(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 15, 1937)

The Senate met, in executive session, at 12 o'clock me-
ridian, on the expiration of the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. RosinsoN, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the legislative proceedings of
Monday, June 28, 1937, was dispensed with, and the Journal
was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Represenfatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments of the Senate to
the hill (H. R. 6958) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1938, and for other purposes, asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that Mr. Jornson of Oklahoma, Mr. ScrRucHAM, Mr,
O’'NeaL of Kentucky, Mr. Frrzeatrick, Mr., LEavy, Mr. RicH,
and Mr. LAMBERTSON were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference,

The message also announced that the House had passed a
bill (H. R. 5860) making further provision for the fisheries
of Alaska, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and
joint resolution, and they were signed by the President pro
tempore:

H.R.2291. An act to amend the act of May 25, 1933 (48
Stat. 73);

H.R. 6523. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administra-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other
purposes;

H.R.7206. An act to permit the temporary entry into the
United States under certain conditions of alien participants
and officials of the World Association of Girl Guides and
Girl Scouts Silver Jubilee Camp to be held in the United
States in 1937; and

H. J.Res. 375. Joint resolution o provide revenue, and
for other purposes.

: CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LEWIS. In order to assure the presence of a quorum,
I ask for a roll call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tromas of Utah in the
chair). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:
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+ Adams Clark Lee Reynolds
Andrews Connally Lewlis Robinson
Ashursg - Copeland Lodge Russell
Austin Davis Logan Bchwartz
Bailey Dieterich Lonergan Bchwellenbach
Bankhead Donahey Lundeen Bheppard
Barkley Ellender McAdoo Shipstead
Berry Frazler McCarran Bmathers
Bilbo George MceGill Bteiwer
Black Gerry McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Bone Green McNary Thomas, Utah
Borah Guffey Minton Townsend
Bridges Hale Moore Truman
Brown, N. H, Harrison Murray Tydings
Bulkley Hatch Neely Vandenberg
Bulow Hayden Nye Van Nuys
Burke Hitcheock O’Mahoney Wagner
Byrd Holt Overton Walsh
Byrnes Hughes Pepper Wheeler
Capper Johnson, Colo.  Pittman White
way King Pope
Chavez La Follette Radcliffe

Mr. LEWIS. I announce the absence of the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. MarLoNEY] because of illness.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Brown]l, the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Durry], the senior Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GrrerTel, and the junior Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Herring] are detained from the Senate on important public
business.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. SmxTE] are unavoidably detained.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I announce that the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] is absent because of illness,

Mr, AUSTIN. I announce that my colleague the junior
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Gieson] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

INCLUSION OF CERTAIN POSITIONS WITHIN THE MERIT SYSTEM:
SOCIAL SECURITY BOARD

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As in legislative session, the
Chair lays before the Senate a communication from the
President of the United States, which will be read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Tre WaITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 28, 1937.
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.

Sm: In signing the independent offices appropriation bill
for the fiscal year 1938, I note that the appropriation for
the Social Security Board contains a provision requiring
Presidential appointment and Senate confirmation of ex-
perts and atiorneys receiving compensation of $5,000 or
more per annum.

I regret the inclusion of this provision in the bill, Aside
from the hampering effect of the prohibition against receipt
of compensation by such employees until confirmed by the
Senate, particularly during periods when Congress is not in
session, the method adopted for the selection of these em-
ployees seems to me unfortunate. In lieu of the present
procedure for the appointment of these employees without
regard to civil-service laws, I think it would have been pref-
erable to bring the positions within the civil-service sys-
tem. Under the reorganization of the work of the Civil
Service Commission, as contemplated by the pending bill,
8. 2700, it is expected that there would be developed im-
proved methods for the examination and selection of such
employees.

I am writing to express the hope that the Congress may
see fit" to enact legislation at an early date to place these
positions under the merit system. I strongly recommend,
as urged in my communication to the Congress of June 2,
1937, that all but policy-forming positions in the executive
branch of the Government be included within the merit
system.
Respectfully,

FrANELIN D. ROOSEVELT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The communication will be
referred to the Committee on Civil Service.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, without desiring to
question the right of the Chair to make appropriate refer-
ence of the communication, may I suggest that in view of
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